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FOREWORD 





This report was prepared in response to a request from Senator 
John L. McClellan. It is essentially a revision of an earlier study, 
which was carried out pursuant to a request from Representative 
Samuel K. McConnell, Jr., and was printed for the use of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor during the 83d Congress. A 
major portion of this earlier study is still relevant and is incorporated 
herein without substantial change. Appreciation is expressed to the 
House committee for permission thus to use the material. 

The present report deals with the general question of Federal par- 
ticipation in financing school construction, with special reference to 
States having comparatively low economic and fiscal capacity in 
relation to their needs for school facilities. 

This study does not relate especially to localities exceptionally 
affected by Federal activities. A study of the problem of financing 
schools in such communities was made in the Legislative Reference 
Service and printed for the use of the House Committee on Education 
and Labor in June 1953. Temporary Federal aid for school construc- 
tion in certain federally affected localities is being provided under 
Public Law 815, 81st Congress, as amended by Public Laws 246 and 
731, 83d Congress. The present study concerns a much broader and 
otherwise markedly different question. 

The purpose of this report is to provide an informational basis for 
the consideration of pending bills, the possible drafting of new ones, 
and the determination of legislative action on the issue. The analysis 
of the question sets forth important details of its historical back- 
ground, relevant legislation in effect, pending legislative proposals, 
evidences of need, alternative formulas for allocation of Federal funds, 
arguments pro and con, attitudes of interested organizations and 
agencies, and other pertinent considerations. 

Excepting chapter IX, both the earlier and later studies were 
carried out and the reports were prepared by Charles A. Quattlebaum, 
principal specialist in education on the staff of the Legislative Refer- 
ence Service. Merwin C. Phelps, bibliographer of the Library Serv- 
ices Division, served as assistant in research for the present report. 
Chapter IX, concerning alternative formulas for allocation of Federal 
funds, was originally written by Raymond E. Manning, senior 
specialist in taxation on the staff of the Service. It was revised in 
1955 by Harold A. Kohnen, his research assistant. 

For their cooperation in critically reviewing parts or all of the 
earlier report, appreciation is expressed to Ray L. Hamon, Chief, 
School Housing Section, United States Office of Education; James L. 
McCaskill, director, legislation and Federal relations division, National 
Education Association; and John R. Miles, assistant manager, 
education department, Chamber of Commerce of the United States. 


Ernest S. Grirrira, 
Director, Legislative Reference Service. 
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INTRODUCTION: NATURE OF THE QUESTION 


The question of Federal aid for school construction has received 
congressional consideration at intervals over a period of many years. 
The scope of the question and the nature of the legislative proposals 
have varied from time to time. Some bills have proposed long-term 
Federal assistance, others only ‘“‘emergency”’ aid. 

The Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 83d Congress, 
took the position that the problem was of both long-term and emer- 
gency nature. Concerning these dual aspects of the issue the report 
of the committee on S. 2601 (Rept. No. 1771) included the following 
statement: 


Your committee is aware of the fact that the need for construction of school 
facilities will continue to increase, and that the problem is a long-range one. The 
committee also realizes that the problem of how to provide adequate school facil- 
ities for our ever-increasing school population is not susceptible to any pat, readily 
available solution. There are other long-range problems in the education field 
which are equally difficult to solve. All of these must depend for their solution 
on joint Federal-State-local action, with the States and localities remaining, as 
they have always been, primarily responsible for education and, therefore, for 
providing educational facilities. The State and White House conferences and the 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations can be expected to furnish the infor- 
mation and recommendations we so sorely need in order to provide, at all levels 
of government, the solution or solutions to our long-range educational problems. 

In the meantime, our presently enrolled schoolchildren cannot wait. They 
need school facilities now and next year, not some years from now, when the above- 
mentioned solutions may be available. The Federal Government cannot expect 
to supply the indicated deficit of 4 to 6 billion dollars in the funds required to fully 
prowige the presently needed facilities. Your committee does feel very strongly, 

owever, that the Federal Government must lend a hand now, on an emergency 
basis to assist the States in meeting their most urgent school-construction needs. 
The program here recommended is designed to do this although, in view of 
the existing budgetary situation of the Federal Government, the amount author- 
ized is modest indeed in the light of the need. 

Your committee also wishes to emphasize that the magnitude and seriousness 
of the school construction problem cannot be adequately gaged from viewing the 
cold statistics alone. The damage which is done the pupils who must attend 
overcrowded schoolrooms and part-time classes must also be considered, as must 
the hazards to those attending unsafe school facilities. To the extent these 
ety? pupils suffer from inadequate and substandard facilities, the Nation will 
also suffer, 


The House Committee on Education and Labor, 83d Congress, did 
not issue a report on Federal aid for school construction. However, 
Representative Carroll D. Kearns, chairman of a special subcommittee 
appointed to consider this question, submitted a report to the full 
committee dated December 2, 1954. Concerning the urgent nature of 
the issue, the report, signed by the chairman and the six other members 
of the subcommittee, said: 

The subcommittee unanimously recommends that iegislation be enacted pro- 


viding for Federal payments to enable the States and local communities to expand 
their school-construction programs. 
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There is no question that more classrooms are urgently needed. This need 
has been repeatedly dernonstrated by school facilities surveys, by reports from 
State governors, and by testimony during extensive subcommittee hearings. It 
will cost from 10 to 12 billion dollars to provide adequate classrooms for children 
now enrolled, and enrollment will increase markedly in the next few years. The 
hearings held by the subcommittee have demonstrated that the national interest 
requires that the Federal Government join with State and local governments in 
solving this pressing problem. Adequate education for our children is essential 
to the preservation of a free and strong nation. Their education must not be 
impaired by the serious classroom shortages which exist in every State. 

Vhile the subcommittee has not yet reached agreement on any one particular 
bill, it is clear that Federal legislation is needed, and that this legislation must 
be designed to encourage State and local efforts to meet the problem. Care 
must be taken to avoid any possibility of Federal control over local school systems 
or any tendency for Federal action to supplant State and local efforts. The sub- 
committee is confident that early in the coming session agreement can be reached 
on legislation to accomplish these objectives. 


PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’S VIEWPOINT 


In a campaign address in October 1952, Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower 
advocated Federal aid to school construction in ‘“needy’’ States. 
Addressing Congress on February 3, 1953, he declared that, “Our 
school system demands some prompt, effective help. * * * This 
whole situation calls for careful congressional study and action.”’ In 
his address on the state of the Union delivered before Congress on 
January 7, 1954, President Eisenhower expressed his views concerning 
the nature of this issue as follows: 


Youth—our greatest resource—is being seriously neglected in a vital respect. 
The Nation as a whole is not preparing teachers or building schools fast enough to 
keep up with the increase in our population. 

The preparation of teachers as, indeed, the control and direction of public 
education policy, is a State and local responsibility. However, the Federal 
Government should stand ready to assist States which demonstrably cannot 
provide sufficient school buildings. In order to appraise the needs I hope that 
this year a conference on education will be held in each State, culminating in a 
national conference. From these conferences on education, every level of govern- 
ment—from the Federal Government to each local school board—should gain the 
information with which to attack this serious problem. 


President Eisenhower’s state-of-the-Union message to Congress on 
January 6, 1955, contained the following statement recommending 
“affirmative action” concerning the classroom shortage: 


It is the inalienable right of every person, from childhood on, to have access 
to knowledge. In our form of society, this right of the individual takes on a spe- 
cial meaning, for the education of all our citizens is imperative to the maintenance 
and invigoration of America’s free institutions. 

Today, we face grave educational problems. Effective and up-to-date analyses 
of these problems and their solutions are being carried forward through the 
reer State conferences and the White House conference to be completed 
this year. 

However, such factors as population growth, additional responsibilities of 
schools, and increased and longer school attendance have produced an unpre- 
cedented classroom shortage. This shortage is of immediate concern to all of 
our people. Positive, affirmative action must be taken now. 

Without impairing in any way the responsibilities of our States, localities, 
communities, or families, the Federal Government can and should serve as an 
effective agent in dealing with this problem. I shall forward a special message 
to the Congress on February 15, presenting an affirmative program dealing with 
this shortage. 
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SIGNIFICANCE OF “FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION” 


As very widely used throughout the United States, and in this 
report, the term ‘Federal aid for school construction”’ refers primarily 
to Federal revenue made available to States and local school districts 
for the provision of school facilities. There is no authoritative or 
complete agreement on the significance of this term, its inclusions and 
exclusions. 

The term ‘Federal aid’”’ is employed in the title of this report be- 
cause of its widespread acceptance. Its usage here requires, however, 
an acknowledgment of the fact that many persons have objected to 
the connotations of this term. Objections have been made on the 
grounds that the word ‘‘aid” implies that the Federal Government is 
giving away something. Many persons contend that the Federal 
Government inherently bears an obligation to participate in the 
financing of education, which they consider essential to the discharge 
of the Federal responsibility for the national defense and for the 
promotion of the general welfare. 








CHAPTER I. FINDINGS, CONSIDERATIONS, AND 
ALTERNATIVES 


CONTENTS 


A. Findings from this study. 
B. Elements of the issue. 
C. Alternative courses of action. 

The purpose of this chapter is (a) to provide the reader a summary 
preview of the findings from this study; (6) to set forth, in question and 
answer form, the principal elements of the issue; and (c) to point out 
alternative courses of action. 


A. FinpineGs FROM THIS Stupy 


It is impossible adequately to summarize in a few pages all the 
detailed material in this report. The other chapters contain much 
additional information which might be helpful in the consideration 
of existing legislative proposals, in the formulation of new ones, and 
in the ultimate legislative decision. A résumé of the principal findings 
follows. 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND; PRECEDENTS FOR AID 


When our Nation was young, Federal land and monetary grants for 
the support of eduction in States formed from the public domain gave 
impetus to the construction of schoolhouses. Throughout its history 
the Federal Government has provided school facilities on certain lands 
reserved for its own use. In recent decades Congress has appropri- 
ated large sums for Federal aid to school construction in periods of 
defense emergency and economic depression. 

During the depression of the 1930’s Federal aid to improvement, en- 
largement and construction of schools was provided through several 
Federal agencies. Such Federal aid amounting to hundreds of millions 
of dollars was distributed fairly generally throughout the United 
States. During the World War fi period, however, such aid was 
limited to localities having swollen populations due to war activities. 

From July 1946 until September 1950 no Federal aid was provided 
for the construction of local public schools. Public Law 815, 81st 
Congress, established a new program of aid to school construction in 
federally affected localities. | 


During the period from 1948 to 1954, inclusive, numerous bills pro- 
posing various forms of Federal aid to school construction were intro- 
duced. Some of the bills called for general Federal participation in 
financing the construction of schools. 


LEGISLATION IN EFFECT AND PENDING PROPOSALS 


The only program of Federal aid to school construction now in 
operation is that provided for certain federally affected school districts 
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under Public Law 815, 81st Congress, as amended by Public Laws 246 
and 731, 83d Congress. 

Other forms of Federal aid to elementary and secondary education 
now in effect include (1) aid to the support of vocational education 
under the well-known Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts and, 
(2) aid for the operation of schools in certain federally affected school 
districts. Whether the national school-lunch program should be re- 
garded as Federal aid to education is questionable. So are the ar- 
rangements under which some of the States receive part of the income 
derived from certain federally owned lands within their borders. 
There is no program of Federal aid to elementary and secondary edu- 
cation in general. 

From the beginning of the first session of the 84th Congress to Janu- 
ary 24, 1955, a total of 22 bills proposing some form of Federal aid for 
school construction were introduced. Two bills were introduced 
proposing Federal aid to elementary and secondary education in 
general. 

NEED FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


The 81st Congress appropriated $3 million to remain until expended 
to aid the States in carrying out a nationwide inventory of existing 
school facilities and survey of the need for additional facilities. In 
December 1953 the United States Office of Education published its 
report on the status phase of the survey. The report coniains exten- 
sive data on the conditions of school housing and the need for addi- 
tional facilities in the 43 States (including Territories and possessions 
defined as States) which participated in the inventory. 

Projection of the findings from the survey concerning needs in the 
43 States on the basis of relative enrollmenis led to the conclusion 
that in 1952 there was a nationwide need for 312,000 instruction rooms 
to house 8,881,360 pupils at a cost of about $10.6 billion. 

Generally the report presented an impressive picture of grave need 
for improvement of existing facilities and construction of new school 
housing throughout the Nation. Over half of the en in the 
composite picture had only 1 room each; nearly half of all the buildings 
were approaching the final stages of their usability at an age of over 
30 years; a third of all the buildings had been rated ‘‘unsatisfactory”’ 
by State and local educational agencies in 1952. 

Little specific information concerning the need in States not par- 
ticipating in the survey is available from published sources. 

n November 1954 the research division of the National Education 
Association reported that the shortages in buildings and qualified 
teachers continue to deprive at least 700,000 pupils of full-time 
schooling. Within the last several years the Council of State Govern- 
ments and the Architectural Forum have made estimates of need for 
new school facilities ranging from 440,000 to 770,000 classrooms by 
about 1960. The estimates of expenditures needed for new school 
facilities to about 1960 have ranged from $11 billion to $34 billion. 


POPULATION AND SCHOOL ENROLLMENT TRENDS 


Population increases in the United States since 1940 affecting the 
need for school facilities have far exceeded earlier predictions. Be- 
tween 1940 and 1950 the increase was over 19 million persons. At 
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the present rate of growth the population will have grown to about 
177.4 million by 1960 and 221 million by 1975. Authoritative studies 
have led to predictions of great changes in the age composition of the 
population which will increase the need for school construction. 
Variations in population growth within the different States and 
regions are expected to affect their relative needs for school facilities. 

he increase of enrollments in elementary and secondary schools 
within the last several years has been phenomenal. The United 
States Office of Education has predicted a public school enrollment 
increase of over a million each year for the next 4 years. Census 
Bureau projections have forecast a total elementary-secondary en- 
rollment about one-third greater in 1959 than it was in 1952. Projec- 
tions of enrollment by grades indicate that the needs in future years 
for school facilities to accommodate different levels of school popula- 
tion probably will be considerably different from what they are now. 


LOCAL AND STATE FINANCING OF SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


Local financing of school construction by bond issues paid off from 
taxation on real property is traditional in the United States. How- 
ever, in many localities the problems of financing school facilities by 
this means have been aggravated by rapid increases in school popula- 
tion and in cost of construction, transfer of wealth from “‘tangible”’ 
to “intangible” values, and other factors. 

One conclusion from a study carried out several years ago by the 
Council of State Governments was that “even when school districts 
are properly organized there is no direct relationship between the 
amount needed to construct school buildings and the ability to finance 
the cost of construction out of local resources.” 

In most States the problem of financing school construction by 
bond issues is markedly affected by constitutional or statutory limita- 
tions designed to prevent school districts from incurring excessive 
indebtedness. Extending the local tax base to levies on incomes et 
cetera for local financing of construction has proved practicable only 
in cities. 

A bulletin published by the United States Office of Education in 
1951 gave extensive information on the existing programs of State 
assistance for school construction. The study showed that provisions 
for financing and administering the State programs vary widely. 

The creation in some States of school building authorities is a recent 
development. It remains to be seen as to whether such authorities 
constitute the final answer to the question of how State assistance 
should be given to localities for school construction. It is clear that 
they are not the answer for districts having assets too low to enable 
them to lease buildings constructed by the authorities. 


VARIATIONS IN STATE ABILITY AND EFFORT 


Available data show there are great differences in State ability and 
effort to support elemeniary and secondary education in general. In 
1953 imcome payments per capita of total population ranged from 
$834 in the “poorest”? State to $2,304 in the “richest” State. In 
1952 income payments per child of school age (5 to 17 years) varied 
from $3,008 in the State having the least ability to $11,294 in the State 
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having the greatest ability to finance all provisions for elementary 
and secondary education according to this measure. 

As measured in terms of the ratio of school-age children to the adult, 
income-producing population, some States are carrying far greater 
educational loads than others. 

In 1951-52 current expenditure for elementary and secondary 
schools from State and local sources ranged among the States from 
1.70 percent to over double that amount, namely 3.74 percent, of 
total income payments. 

Similar comparisons of the States with respect to effort being made 
to meet capital outlay for schools would not be meaningful, because 
capital outlay generally represents borrowed money. Expenditure 
for capital outlay in a given year has no relationship to the income of 
the people for that year. However, average annual capital outlay 
per pupil in average daily attendance over a period of years is 
significant. 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS AND FORMULAS IN BILLS INTRODUCED 


Several different kinds of administrative arrangements and distribu- 
tion formulas have been proposed in school-construction bills. 

Witb respect to proposed administrative structure, most of the bills 
have been of the State-plan type or of the public works type. The 
former would establish a program of Federal assistance administered 
by educational agencies at the Federal, State, and local levels of 
government. The latter would provide for loans and grants to be 
made directly to local school agencies by the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency. 

In regard to proposed distribution formulas, the bills have been of 
five types. These would provide, respectively: (1) A flat grant per 
pupil; (2) a Federal allotment to each State ranging from 40 percent 
to 60 percent of the cost of the State’s school-construction program, 
according to the relative wealth of the State; (3) a Federal allotment 
to each State on a similar basis but with allotments ranging from 
33% percent to 66% percent of the cost of the State’s school-construc- 
tion program; (4) allocation of Federal funds to States for school 
construction according to a formula patterned after the Hill-Burton 
principle of aid for hospital construction; and (5) distribution of half 
of the funds subject to apportionment on the basis of population and 
the other half on the basis of the amount of certain Federal taxes 
collected in each State. 


ALTERNATIVE FORMULAS 


Most of the bills pending in Congress at this time which propose 
school construction aid would grant such aid to all of the States, even 
the richest State. With the thought that there may be interest in 
granting aid only to “needy” States, attention is directed toward 
providing formulas which would establish a basis for determining need. 
About the best criterion for determining need is the Jevel of income 
payments per capita in a State. For purposes of the discussion, it is 
arbitrarily assumed that any State which has per capita income 
payments above the national average is not a “needy” State. This 
automatically eliminates 18 States, and leaves 30 entitled to aid on 
the basis of need. 
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If it is desired to introduce additional limitations which will further 
restrict the granting of aid, and thus reduce the cost to the Federal 
Government, actual grants may be conditioned not only on the fact 
of need but also on whether or not a particular State is exerting at 
least an average tax effort on its own behalf, and is making at least 
average school expenditures in relation to its per capita income. 
Applying these last 2 restrictions, 10 of the so-called needy States are 
below average in either tax effort or school expenditures in relation to 
income, or both, and are thus disqualified. This would reduce the 
number of States entitled to aid from 30 to 20. Various systems of 
weighting for the various factors can be devised which will shdnee the 
result. Under one outlined in the text, 2 additional States would be 
added to raise the total to 22. 


ARGUMENTS PRO AND CON 


Arguments over the issue of Federal aid to school construction fre- 
quently have involved the broader question of Federal aid to ele- 
mentary and secondary education in general. Following are some of 
the arguments in brief. 

Sees of Federal aid to school construction have contended 
that— 

(1) The provision of educational facilities is in part a Federal 
responsibility, because the very preservation of our form of 
government and the promotion of the national welfare depend 
upon the adequate education of the whole Nation. 

(2) The Federal Government is the only agency able to bring 
about nationwide provision of the necessary educational facilities. 

(3) The principle of Federal action and appropriations for the 
support of education is thoroughly and firmly established. 

(4) A program of Federal aid to school construction would help 
reduce the great differences in educational opportunity existing 
among and within the States. 

(5) It is unfair and disastrous to leave to the States and com- 
munities the entire responsibility for providing educational 
facilities, as is shown by several (stated) facts. 

(6) There is a great need for a general program of Federal aid 
to school construction. 

(7) Partial discharge of the Federal responsibility in education 
through Federal aid to school construction would be feasible and 
effective. 

(8) Establishment of a general program of Federal aid to school 
construction would lessen the possibility of Federal control of 
ee in the United States as is shown by several (stated) 
acts. 

er of Federal aid to school construction have contended 
that: 

(1) According to the Federal Constitution and traditions in 
the United States, provision for educational facilities is a local, 
State, and private concern. 

(2) In any program of Federal aid to school construction, 
undesirable Federal control would be inevitable. 

(3) There is not sufficient need for Federal aid to school con- 
struction. 
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(4) Such Federal assistance would tend to perpetuate legal 
shackles to increased efficiency in State and local administration 
of education. 

(5) A general program of Federal aid to school construction 
would unfairly take money from some States to build schools in 
other States. 

(6) It would not bring about equalization of educational 
opportunity. 

(7) The objectives sought through Federal aid to school con- 
struction are being attained by the States and localities. 

(8) Our system of taxation can be revised so as to provide 
adequate funds for school construction from State and local 
sources. 


ATTITUDES OF ORGANIZATIONS AND AGENCIES 


Through resolutions and otherwise many organizations and agencies 
have expressed opinions or recommended congressional action con- 
cerning the issue of Federal aid to school construction. The following 
statements are briefly indicative of the attitudes of a few of the 
organizations and agencies whose positions are described in the final 
chapter of this report. Some of the organizations and agencies may 
have modified their positions since the compilation of this information. 

The United States Commissioner of Education has expressed 
expectation that recommendations from a White House Conference 
on Education and the Secretary’s Advisory’s Committee on Educa- 
tion (Department of Health, Education, and Welfare) will in large 
measure shape the position of the United States Office of Education. 

The Administrator of the (Federal) Housing and Home Finance 
Agency has said that in his opinion the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare would be in the best position to advise on 
steps which should be taken to meet financial problems of local 
educational agencies. 

There is evidence that the State boards of education generally 
favor Federal aid to school construction. 

One of the official statements of policy of the National Council of 
Chief State School Officers has been that— 


The Federal Government should provide financial assistance and consultative 
services to the several States to assist them in the planning and construction of 
plant facilities for tax-supported and publicly controlled schools, 

The American Federation of Teachers has since 1928 actively 
supported a program of Federal aid for public school buildings. 
The National Education Association ‘‘believes that the great increase 
in school population and the serious lag in schoolhouse construction 
constitute a national need that must be met with sufficient Federal 
financial support to provide adequately for essential public school 
building construction.” 

The Department of Education of the National Catholic Welfare 
Conference has taken the position that construction of schoolhouses is 
primarily a responsibility of local communities. The National 
Council of the Churches of Christ has been opposed to subsidies or 
grants of any kind by public authorities whether they be Federal, 
State, or otherwise for private or parochial schools. 
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The Chamber of Commerce of the United States has opposed 
general Federal aid to education, presumably including general aid for 
school construction. 

The Congress of Industrial Organizations has urged Congress to 
enact a school-construction bill to provide Federal aid for a compre- 
hensive, nationwide, school construction program. 

It has been the position of the National Farmers Union that the 
Federal Government should assist all States and areas which do not 
have sufficient local resources to finance needed school construction. 

The National Conference of State Taxpayer Executives has ex- 
pressed opposition to any Federal aid program for school construction. 


B. ELeMeENTs oF THE IssuE 


The legislative issue of Federal aid to school construction is com- 
posed of many elements or considerations. The following 10 ques- 
tions and ensuing comments point to some of the more important 
considerations. 

The comment following each question constitutes a summary state- 
ment of relevant information brought out by this study, or a conclusion 
based upon the study. The statement may or may not fully answer 
the question. In no case is a comment intended as an answer to a 
question of opinion. The comment is offered as an informational aid 
to the formulation of opinion. 


1. Is there a precedent for the enactment of legislation establishing a 
program of Federal aid to school construction? 

In recent times of economic depression and national defense emer- 
gency the Congress has established large programs of direct Federal 
aid to school construction. Recently enacted legislation provides 
such aid to localities overburdened with school enrollments because 
of Federal activities. 


2. What legislative provisions for Federal aid to school construction are 
in effect? 
The only program of Federal aid to school construction now in 
operation is that provided for certain federally affected school dis- 
tricts. 


3. What bills proposing Federal aid to school construction are pending? 


Digests of general school-construction bills introduced in the 84th 
Congress to January 24, 1955, are given in chapter III of this report. 


4. Is there a serious nationwide need for construction of school build- 
ings? 

Extensive evidence of such a need has been amassed from several 
sources including the national survey of school facilities carried out 
under title I of Public Law 815, 8ist Congress, and studies made by 
the research division of the National Education Association. 


5. What do studies of population and school enrollment trends show 
relative to school construction needs? 


Such studies show that unless the rate of construction of school 
facilities is greatly accelerated the shortage of such facilities will grow 
much greater in years ahead. 


57976—_55—_—_2 
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6. What are the local and State provisions for financing school construc- 
tion? 

Although traditionally the construction of public schools has been 
financed by local bond issues i off over a period of years from taxes 
on real property, over half of the States have instituted programs of 
financial aid to school districts for capital outlay. Some States have 
established authorities which build schools and lease them to local 
educational authorities. 


7. Are there variations in State and local ability to finance all provisions 
Jor elementary and secondary education, including school construc- 
tion? 

Yes. Ability and effort vary widely among the States and localities. 

Relevant data are given in chapters VII and IX. 

8. What kind of formula might be utilized for the distribution of Federal 
funds for school construction? 

Several types of formulas which have been proposed in bills are 


reviewed in chapter VIII. Other formulas are offered for considera- 
tion in chapter IX. 


9. What are the arguments in a nutshell for and against Federal aid to 
school construction? 

Pro.—Since adequate school facilities are lacking and are necessary 
for the national welfare, the Federal Government should provide part 
of the needed funds from Federal sources of revenue. Con.—The 
provision of public school facilities is a State and local responsibility. 
10. In a nutshell, what are the attitudes of interested organizations and 

agencies toward the question of Federal aid to school construction, 
as reported in this study? . 


In general, State educational agencies, educational and parental 


associations, and labor and farm organizations favor such Federal aid. 
At least one industrial organization and one taxpayers’ organization 


have expressed opposition. 


C, ALTERNATIVE CouRsEs oF ACTION 


This analysis of the issue of Federal aid to school construction has 
brought out a number of alternatives for congressional action. It is 
apparent that the Congress might enact no legislation or it might 
choose an alternative to school-construction assistance from among 
several other kinds of legislation providing Federal aid to elementary 
and secondary education. The Congress might also choose amon 
several different forms of legislation providing aid to schoo 
construction. 

Here are some of the possibilities, with comments concerning their 
relative advantages and disadvantages. 

1. There is an alternative of either Federal aid to school construction 
or some other form of Federal aid to elementary and secondary education.— 
The other forms of assistance might be either (1) aid for payment of 
teachers’ salaries, (2) aid for teacher training, (3) aid for the operation 
of schools, or (4) general financial aid without stipulation as to purpose. 

In comparison with one or more of these alternatives, aid to school 
construction would have the following, and perhaps other, advantages: 
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(1) The assistance given for capital outlay would release some 
Stete-Sams local financing capacity to meet operating expenses of the 
schoois 

(2) A program of Federal aid to school construction probably would 
offer the least, if any, opportunity for Federal influence over local 
school offerin ngs or operation. 

(3) Federal aid to school construction could be directed easily to 
specific localities of need. 

(4) By making possible many kinds of employment, large-scale 
purchase of materials, and increase in circulation of currency, school 
construction aid could be used to cushion economic recession. 

(5) School construction aid could be used to advantage in long-range 
planning. 

Proposals for other forms of Federal aid to elementary and secondary 
education have been attacked more forcefully on the grounds that 
they might lead to undesirable Federal influence or control over 
education. They have also been more involved with the question of 
aid to private and parochial schools. Such involvement has been the 
ore factor in the defeat of some Federal-aid-to-education 

ro 
m 2. There i is an alternative of either Federal aid to school construction 
in all the States or in only some States.—The aid might be limited to 
“needy” States or localities, or it might be limited to localities especially 
federally affected. Proposals to give some construction aid to all the 
States have been attacked on the grounds that some of the “rich’’ States 
have no need for such assistance, 

Proposals to limit the aid to “needy”’ States have the advantage of the 
expressed Presidential favor of this basic idea. Federal aid to school 
construction in localities particularly affected by Federal activities is 
ran provided temporarily. 

here is an alternative of allotment of Federal funds for school 
ouiemoe either to States or to local school districts —There seems to 
be a preponderance of advantages to be gained from allotment to 
the States. Some of the reasons are: 

(1) The Federal Government can evaluate State potential ability 
on the basis of income. On the other hand, it would be difficult, if 
not impossible, for the Federal Government ‘to evaluate comparative 
needs and abilities of school districts in different States under different 
legal limitations, 

(2) The Federal Government cannot require a State to change its 
laws, unless they are unconstitutional; but the Federal Government 
can establish a program of assistance available to States qualifying. 

(3) Under our governmental structure it is logical for the States to 
take action toward the equalization of educational opportunities 
within their respective borders rather than for the Federal Government 
to try to do so. 

(4) Federal aid granted directly to school districts might encourage 
political pressures for construction which would perpetuate undesir- 
able organization of school districts. State school officials sometimes 
cannot oppose such direct aid without being accused of blocking 
progress. 

(5) Federal aid directly to school districts for construction purposes 
would make more difficult the efforts of the States to coordinate each 
individual project with overall, long-range plans. 
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4. There is an alternative of administration of the program at the 
Federal level through either the Office of Education or some other Federal 
agency.—Administration by the Office of Education would have the 
advantage of that nguey's long experience in administering other 
programs involving Federal, State, and local relationships in educa- 
tion. It would also have the advantage of utilization of established 
channels for liaison between Federal, State, and local educational 
authorities. Administration of the program by the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency would have the advantage of utilization of the 
experiences of that Agency in making loans and grants to local public 
bodies for the construction of community facilities. 

5. There are alternative formulas for the distribution of Federal funds 
for school construction—The characteristics of different formulas 
which have been or might be utilized in legislative proposals are de- 
scribed in chapters VIII and IX of this report. The formulas are 
adapted to different proposals already considered in this discussion 
of alternatives. 





CHAPTER II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE 
QUESTION 


CONTENTS 


. Origin of Federal aid for school construction. 
‘ ams during the depression of the 1930's. 
. The World Wer II program. 

. Postwar aid to December 31, 1954. 

. Legislative proposals and action, 1948-54. 


A. Ortein or Feperat Arp to ScHoot ConstructTION 


It might be said that Federal aid to school construction began with 
early land and monetary ts for the support of education in States 
formed from the public domain. Antedating the Constitution, the 
origin of these grants lies in an ordinance adopted by the Congress of 
the Confederation in 1785 for the disposal of public lands in the 
' western territory. 

As a result of this ordinance and subsequent action by the Congress 
of the Confederation and later by the Congress of the United States, 
education in each new State admitted to the Union received an en- 
dowment of public lands and in some cases monetary grants derived 
from the sales of public lands. However, these grants were for the 
establishment and support of schools in general. Some of the income 
from the early grants probably was expended by local communities 
for the construction of school buildings, but the Congress did not 
— what portion of the lands or funds derived from the sale of 
them, if any, should be used for this purpose. 

By furnishing sites for school buildings in some instances, and in 
other ways the early Federal land grants for the support of education 
undoubtedly gave an impetus to school construction. 

In relatively recent years the Federal Government has extensively 
participated directly in financmg the construction of public schools in 
times of (a) economic depression and (6) war or intensive activity for 
the national defense. 


B. Programs DurInG THE DEPRESSION OF THE 1930’s 


During the economic depression of the 1930’s the Federal Govern- 
ment provided large-scale financial assistance to communities through- 
out the Nation for the construction of public schools. The principal 
Federal agencies which disbursed Federal aid for school construction 
were the Public Works Administration (earlier called the Federal 
Emergency Administration of Public Works) and the Work Projects 
Administration (earlier called the Works Progress Administration). 
The methods of operation and policies of the PWA and of the WPA 
differed substantially. 

In addition to making allotments for Federal public works the 
PWA advanced about $2.5 billion in loans and grants to local govern- 


15 
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ments for public works. Besides thus aiding the localities in con- 
structing schools, hospitals, et cetera, vital to community life, the 
PWA program provided much-needed employment. Since the chief 
aim of the PWA was employment rather than relief, jobs on PWA 
projects were generally not restricted to the needy unemployed; nor 
were — locations of the projects confined to those areas especially 
hard hit. 

PWA made allotments from July 1933 through June 30, 1942, for 
6,687 elementary and secondary school-building projects costing over 
$979 million. In the Territories and possession of the United States as 
well as in every State of the Union, communities participated in this 
program of school-building construction. The importance communi- 
ties attached to this type of construction was shown by the fact that 
construction of a i buildings comprised about 40 percent of all 
non-Federal projects for which PWA made allotments. 

Besides assisting communities in school construction, the PWA, over 
a period of 6 years, at a cost of $6,141,000, built 90 educational build- 
ings on Federal lands reserved for Indians. 

Unlike the PWA program, the program of the Work Projects 
Administration, initiated in the summer of 1935, concentrated on pro- 
viding work for needy unemployed persons rather than for construc- 
tion workers in general. The WPA program utilized nonrelief workers 
only for special jobs for which qualified relief workers were not 
available. 

The WPA did not make lump-sum grants to State and local govern- 
ments as did the PWA. The WPA bore the primary responsibility for 
the operation of a program of useful public works, of which school 
construction accounted for about one-third of the total cost. Althou 
States and localities played important roles in the program, the 
Federal Government directly paid project workers and purchased 
materials supplied by WPA. 

Under the WPA program, over 5,900 new school buildings were 
constructed and more than 33,000 other school buildings were enlarged, 
improved, or modernized over a period of 8 years. The estimated 
total cost was $466,700,000, of which the Federal Government provided 
about 71 percent. New schools built with WPA assistance in practi- 
cally all the States ranged from small buildings in rural areas to large 
city institutions. The types and materials of construction and the 
percentage of sponsor contribution varied widely according to the 
needs and means of the localities. 

During the depression period the Federal Gavernment also provided 
aid to school construction through other agencies besides the PWA 
and the WPA. In the 1933-34 school year alone the Federal Civil 
Works Administration furnished about $19,500,000 and the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration about $44 million for the construc- 
tion and improvement of educational facilities throughout the country. 
Under the out-of-school work program of the National Youth Admin- 
istration, over a period of several years, about 3,700 small educational 
buildings were erected and about 18,000 were improved or remodeled. 

Owing to the impossibility of accurately segregating some of the 
Federal expenditures by purpose, an estimate of the total expenditure 
by the Federal Government in aid to school construction during the 
depression of the 1930’s might be misleading. However, it is certain 
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that the Federal expenditure which might be charged to this specific 
purpose during the depression period amounted to hundreds of millions 
of dollars. 

C. Tue Worip War II Program 


Federal aid to school construction during the depression of the 
1930’s was distributed fairly generally throughout the United States 
and its Territories and possessions. On the other hand, such assist- 
ance during World War II was limited to localities having swollen 
school populations due to the influx of military personnel and war- 
workers. Under the Lanham Act (55 Stat. 351) these communities 
received assistance in the construction and maintenance of community 
facilities, including schools. 

The Federal Works Agency initially administered the Lanham 
Act program, which, along with other functions of the FWA, was 
transferred to the General Services Administration in 1949. 

Under the Lanham Act, municipalities applying for Federal aid in 
the construction of community facilities were expected to contribute 
toward the financing of construction. However, the act authorized 
construction of facilities wholly at Federal cost in case the community 
was unable to contribute and the facilities were adjudged essential 
to the successful prosecution of the war. Facilities thus constructed 
were generally rented to the communities during the war and after- 
ward sold to them. 

School construction accounted for about 27 percent of all construc- 
tion costs under the Lanham Act program. As of June 30, 1946 
Federal allotments had amounted to $80,700,000 on 1,151 school 
projects constructed at a total cost of $98,400,000. 


D. Postwar Arp to Decemper 31, 1954 


From July 1946 until after the enactment of Public Law 815, 81st 
Congress, approved September 23, 1950, no Federal aid was provided 
for the construction of local public schools. 

However, title V of the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 
1944 had authorized loans to States and localities for the advance 
planning of public works, including schools. Under this program new 
planning advances were approved until June 30, 1947, when such 
advances ceased temporarily. In October 1949 Congress reactivated 
the program with an authorization of $100 million in Federal aid for 
advance planning of various community facilities, including schools. 

With the enactment of Public Law 815, in September 1950, the 
Congress established a new program of Federal aid to school construc- 
tion in federally affected localities. 

Public Law 815 recognized a responsibility on the part of the Federal 
Government for the impact of Federal activities on school-construction 
needs in certain types of localities. The act provided for Federal 
payment of the cost of constructing school facilities in federally 
affected areas in the manner and to the extent prescribed in the law. 

Title I of Public Law 815 relates to surveys and State plans for 
school construction. A brief statement of the provisions of this title 
appears in a subsequent section of this report. 
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Title II of Public Law 815 provided for Federal aid to school con- 
struction in federally affected areas. Following is a condensed state- 
ment of the principal provisions of this title.’ 

The title authorized, during the fiscal years 1951 to 1953 inclusive, 
the appropriation of necessary sums for grants to local school districts 
for emergency school construction. The need for such construction 
must have arisen from certain Federal activities. 

The title provided for such Federal contributions in the amount of 
95, 70, and 45 percent of the average per pupil cost of school construc- 
tion in the State concerned, multiplied by the number of school- 
children in 3 respective categories: (1) Children residing on Federal 
property with a parent employed on Federal property, if, during the 
current fiscal year they were 15 or more in number and constituted at 
least 5 percent of the estimated average daily attendance of the local 
educational agency; (2) children residing on Federal property partly 
or wholly situated in the same State as the local educational agency if 
they were 15 or more in number and constituted at least 5 percent of 
the attendance; and (3) children whose attendance resulted from ac- 
tivities of the United States if they were 20 or more in number and 
constituted at least 10 percent of the attendance, and if the construc- 
tion of additional facilities would impose an undue burden on the tax- 
ing and borrowing ability of the local agency. 

In the case of agencies having an average daily attendance of over 
35,000 during the fiscal year 1950, the percentage-of-attendance re- 
quirement was doubled in each category, and provision was made for 
pay?rent only on the basis of the number of such children in the 3 re- 
spective categories in excess of 5, 5, and 10 percent of average daily 
attendance during the current fiscal year. 

The act provided for the deduction from grants of the amount of 
Federal assistance to local school construction since 1939, and author- 
ized the reimbursement of local agencies which had already provided 
facilities for children in the categories named. It made special 
arrangements for cases in which the effect of Federal activities was 
determined to be temporary, and in which local agencies were unable 
to provide education to children residing on Federal property. It 
authorized the Commissioner of Education to reserve 10 percent of 
appropriations for special additional grants, in the most urgent cases, 
to local agencies unable to finance the non-Federal share. 

The act prohibited all Federal direction, supervision, or control of 
the personnel, curriculum, or program of instruction of any school 
or school system of any local or State educational agency. 

Total appropriations, to remain until expended, for school construc- 
tion in federally affected areas under title Il of Public Law 815 had 
amounted to $341,500,000 as of June 30, 1953. 

As of that date the United States Commissioner of Education had 
reserved funds in the amount of $338,195,500 for the construction of 
1,336 school-building projects to house approximately 350,000 pupils. 
These were located in the federally impacted areas in 44 States, 
Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 

As of June 30, 1953, 191 projects had been completed and 972 
were in varying stages of completion. On these 1,220 projects 

1 Subsequent statement based upon Digest of Public General Bills with Index, 8ist Cong., 2d sess., final 


issue. Prepared in the Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress. For the full text of Public Law 
815, see 64 Stat. 967, ch. 995. 
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$169,190,368.16 had been paid to date of which $37,608,037.51 was for 
final payments on completed projects and $131,582,330.57 was for 
partial payments on the remaining 972 still under construction. In 
addition to the Federal funds expended and obligated, the applicants 
had furnished an additional $80 million, or approximately 25 percent, 
from State and local funds to supplement the Federal grants on the 
projects. 

The administration of the law had accomplished in large measure 
its major purpose for the period of its effectiveness. Federal funds 
had not been made available, however, for (1) reimbursement of 
school districts for expenditures already made on account of increased 
enrollments due to Federal activities, and (2) aid to districts still 
experiencing rapid growth because of Federal activities. A new author- 
ization of appropriations for these purposes, and other amendments 
to Public Law 815 were made effective by Public Laws 246 and 731, 
seer Congress. Chapter III of this report contains a digest of these 
aws. 

As of December 31, 1954, the Commissioner of Education had 
reserved funds on a total of 2,438 school-construction projects under 
all sections of Public Law 815 as amended by Public Law 246 and as 
provided under Public Law 357, the Third Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act of 1954. (No funds had been reserved on projects under 
Public Law 731 as of that date.) Federal funds committed on these 
projects amounted to $501,280,000. 

Of these projects, 1,242 were completed and 498 were under con- 
struction on December 31, 1954. Of the 698 approved projects not 
yet under construction, 266 were pending final revision under Public 
Law 357, which gave school districts an election as to whether to 
request reimbursement on previously constructed projects or to 
initiate new construction. 

Total Federal payments under the program as of December 31, 
1954, amounted to $370,085,000. Local funds added to approved 
projects partly financed with Federal funds amounted to over $170 
million. All projects authorized to December 31, 1954, are estimated 
to house in excess of 600,000 pupils. 


E. LeaistatTrvE Proposats anp Action, 1948-54 


Numerous and varied bills proposing Federal aid to school con- 
struction have been introduced in the Congress over a period of 
many years. The following brief review offers an insight into the 
nature of selected bills and the extent of action on some of them 
during the years 1948 through 1954. These proposals and action 
constitute part of the background for the consideration of pending 
bills and possible introduction of new ones. The distribution formulas 
of some of these bills are discussed elsewhere in this report. 


81st Congress 


Over 40 bills proposing Federal financial assistance for the construc- 
tion of public elementary and secondary school facilities were intro- 
duced in the 1st session of the 81st Congress. After holding hearings 
on a number of these bills a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare prepared a composite bill including what 
they payesers to be the best features of the various bills considered. 


Eight of the thirteen members of the Committee on Labor and Public 
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Welfare (Senator Humphrey, of Minnesota, and others) introduced the 
composite bill (S. 2317), while Representative Mitchell, of Washington, 
introduced a similar bill (H. R. 5718) in the House. 

These bills proposed to (1) authorize $5 million to be paid to the 
States for an inventory of existing school facilities and for a survey of 
the need to construct additional facilities; (2) authorize such sums 
each fiscal year as might be determined by the Congress for allotment 
to the States to assist them in the construction of such elementary and 
secondary school facilities as determined by the respective State edu- 
cational agencies; (3) reserve for emergency needs, created. by concen- 
trations of defense industry and Federal activities, for the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1949, 70 percent of the first $100 million, plus 10 per- 
cent of the excess, appropriated pursuant to this act. 

An amended version of S. 2317 passed the Senate on October 17, 
1949, and was referred to the House Committee on Education and 
Labor as the Ist session of the 81st Congress adjourned on October 17. 

Action on bills proposing Federal aid to school construction during 
= 2d session of the 8ist Congress culminated in enactment of Public 

aw 815. 


82d Congress 

S. 3 and S. 39, introduced by Senator McCarran, of Nevada, and 
H. R. 1663, introduced by Representative Rains, of Alabama, in the 
Ist session of the 82d Congress proposed to authorize the Federal 
Works Administrator to make loans and grants to local school agen- 
cies for the construction, nia etc., of school facilities approved 
by State educational agencies. e bills proposed grants equal to 


50 percent of the cost of the Facilitice, subject to an increase up to a 
maximum of 75 percent in the case of public-land States. 

H. R. 3362, introduced by Representative Mitchell, proposed to 
authorize the appropriation of such sums each fiscal year as might be 
determined by Congress for allotment to the States to assist them in 
the construction of public elementary and secondary school facilities 
as the United States Commissioner of Education should determine to 
be necessary. Federal funds to be expended in the year beginning 
July 1, 1951, would have been reserved for critical projects made so 
by reason of rapid increase in school-age children through Federal 
defense or other activities. 

H. R. 4545, introduced by Representative Bailey, of West Virginia, 
proposed general Federal financial assistance to the States and Terri- 
tories for the construction of public elementary and secondary school 
facilities, according to a prescribed method of apportionment. 

R. 4913, introduced by Representative Perkins, of Kentucky, 
would have authorized the appropriation of $500 million for the year 
ended June 30, 1953, and for each of the 2 succeeding years, to assist 
the States in the acquisition and construction of urgently needed 
plant facilities for elementary, secondary, and vocational schools. 

In the second session of the 82d Congress, Senators Hill, of Alabama, 
and Murray, of Montana, introduced S. 3358, proposing to amend 
Public Law 815, 81st Congress, and provide a general program of 
Federal financial assistance to the States and Territories in the con- 
struction of public elementary and secondary school facilities. The 
bill proposed a method of apportionment taking into consideration a 
number of factors. 
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H. R. 8145, introduced by Representative Bailey, proposed changes 
in the provisions for Fed aid to State educational agencies affected 
by Federal activities (Public Law 815). The bill furthermore pro- 
posed to authorize appropriations for the fiscal years 1953 and for 
each of the 5 succeeding fiscal years, of such sums necessary to provide 
urgently needed minimum classroom facilities in States which, on 
account of increased enrollments, high cost of construction, lack of 
adequate funds, or lack of adequate sources of funds would be unable 
to meet the need. 

None of these bills was reported out of committee. 


83d Congress 

A total of 31 bills and joint resolutions proposing some form of 
Federal aid to school construction were introduced in the Ist session 
of the 83d Congress. Of these, 16 related only to school construction 
in areas especially affected by Federal activities, or to specific local- 
ities named in the proposals. 

H. R. 6049, introduced by Representative Carroll D. Kearns on 
July 1, 1953, became Public Law 246, approved August 8, 1953. It 
amended Public Law 815 of the 8ist Congress, providing Federal 
assistance for the construction of school facilities in certain localities 
affected by Federal activities. 

Bills proposing more general Federal aid to school construction were 
introduced during the first session by the following Members: Senators 
Clements, Cooper, Humphrey, and McCarran, and Representatives 
Battle, Bennett of Florida, Elliott, Perkins, Rains, Smith of Missis- 
sippi, and Watts. 

During the second session 21 school-construction bills were intro- 
duced. On January 20, 1954, Senator McClellan introduced S. 2779 
for himself and 24 cosponsors, namely Senators Hill, Sparkman, 
Fulbright, Eastland, Stennis, Symington, Kefauver, Gore, Kerr, 
Monroney, Ellender, Long, Magnuson, Jackson, Clements, Gillette, 
Lehman, Johnston of South Carolina, Lennon, Murray, Humphrey, 
McCarran, Ives, and Douglas. 

Public Law 731, introduced as S. 3628 on June 17, 1954, by Senator 
Upton and others, was approved on August 31, 1954. It amended 
Public Law 815, 81st Congress, so as to extend for 2 additional years 
the program of Federal assistance for school construction under title 
III of that act as amended by Public Law 248, 83d Congress. 

General school-construction bills were introduced in the House of 
Representatives during the second session by Representatives Bailey, 
Bennett of Michigan, Donohoe, Frelinghuysen, Harris, Harvey, Holt, 
Lanham, Metcalf, and Yorty. 

The Education Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare held extensive hearings on school construction 
during May and June 1954. Senator John Sherman Cooper, of 
Kentucky, headed the subcommittee, which recommended to the full 
committee an amended version of S. 2601, originally introduced by 
Mr. Cooper. On July 9 the full committee favorably reported out 
this bill. It proposed to provide $500 million of emergency Federal 
aid to school construction over a period of 2 years. 

In the House of Representatives a special subcommittee of the 
Committee on Education and Labor favorably reported H. R. 10149, 
an amended form of a bill originally introduced by Representative 
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Peter Frelinghuysen. This bill was similar to the Cooper proposal, 
S. 2601. No general school-construction bill was reported out of the 
full Committee on Education and Labor during the 83d Congress. 

Under the chairmanship of Representative Carroll D. Kearns, a 
special Subcommittee on Federal Aid to School Construction held 
hearings on this subject on October 6, 7, and 8, 1954 (after the House 
had adjourned). The subcommittee issued a recommendation quoted 
in the introduction of this report. 





CHAPTER III. LEGISLATION IN EFFECT AND PENDING 
PROPOSALS 


CONTENTS 


A. Current Federal aid for school construction. 
B. Other current aid to elementary and secondary education. 
C. Pending bills proposing aid for construction: 

1 Senate hills. 


2. House bil Ss. 


D. Pending proposals for other forms of aid: 
1. Senate bills. 
2. House bills. 


A. CurRRENT FEDERAL AID FOR ScHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


The only program of Federal aid for school construction now in 
operation is that provided for federally affected school districts under 
Public Law 815, 81st Congress, as amended by Public Laws 246 and 
731, 83d Congress. The principal provisions of Public Law 815 have 
been set forth in the precedin chapter of this report. 


Public Law 246, introduc epresentative Carroll D. Kearns, 
approved August 8, 1953, added to Public Law 815 a new title Ll 
the purpose of which is— 
to provide assistance for the construction of urgently needed minimum school 
facilities in school districts which, since the school year 1951—52, have had sub- 
stantial increases in school membership as a result of new or increased Federal 
activities, 

The law authorizes Federal payments as follows: (1) 95 percent of 
the cost of providing minimum school facilities needed because of 
increases in enrollment of children whose parents live and work on 
Federal property; (2) 50 percent of such cost because of increases in 
enrollment of children whose’ parents either live or work on Federal 

roperty (instead of 70 percent previously provided under Public 

w 815); and (3) 45 percent of such cost because of increases in 
enrollment of children whose parents came into the district as a 
direct result of Federal activity, if the school district is in an area 
meeting certain criteria, 

Public Law 246 also adds a new title IV to Public Law 815 authoriz- 
ing appropriation of $20 million for school construction assistance to 
certain districts enrolling substantial numbers of children who reside 
on Federal property, even though these districts may not have experi- 
enced an increase in enrollments in recent years. hese districts are 
mostly those which enroll large numbers of Indian children living on 
tax-exempt Indian property and which therefore have inadequate tax 
resources to provide the necessary school facilities. a 

Public Law 246 also includes an authorization for appropriation of 
$55 million to pay not more than 70 percent of unpaid entitlements for 


23 





24 FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


school construction projects amounting to $95 million for which 
appropriations had not been made prior to the expiration of appropria- 
tion authorization under title II of Public Law 815. However, there 


is a restriction on reimbursements. 
Following is a digest of Public Law 246, 83d Congress: ' 


Authorizes necessary appropriations for the construction of urgently needed 
minimum school facilities for fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and succeeding 
fiscal year in school districts which, since the school year 1951-52, have had 
substantial increases in school membership as a result of new or increased Federal 
activities. Directs that applications for payments hereunder must be filed by 
June 30, 1954, and provides for “orders of priority” for approval of applications 
the amounts of which exceed amounts available for local educational agencies. 

Limits payments to local educational agencies by. application of the following 
formulas: (1) The estimated increase, since the school year 1951-52, of children 
residing on and one of whose parents is employed on Federal property, located 
wholly or in part in the same State or within reasonable commuting distance from 
such school district, multiplied by 95 percent of the average per pupil State school 
construction cost of minimum school facilities; (2) same formula as (1) above, 
except where one condition only exists, i. e., where the child resides on Federal 
property or the child resides with a parent employed on Federal property, the 
estimated increase is multiplied by 50 percent; (3) the estimated increase since 
the regular school year 1951-52, in the number of children whose membership 
results directly from activities of the United States, multiplied by 45 percent of the 
average per pupil cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the State in 
which the school district of such agency is situated if the President finds that the 
area meets specified conditions. In no case shall the Federal share of the project 
exceed the cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the school district 
of the applicant. Provides formula for computing increase in the number of 
children; defines “critical defense area’’; permits election by local educational 
agency if a child may qualify under either of the preceding provisions. Restricts 
eligibility of otherwise qualifying local educational agencies to increases of children 
of not less than 20 and equal to 5 percent in cases of (1) and (2) above; or in the 
case of (3) above, to 10 percent by way of estimated increase and also requires 
that such agency would otherwise be subject to an undue financial burden on the 
taxing and borrowing authority, but permits the Commissioner, in his judgment, 
to waive or reduce any percentage requirements if exceptional circumstances 
exist which makes such action necessary to avoid inequity and avoid defeating the 
purposes of this act. Affords reasonable notice and opportunity for a hearing to 
local educational agencies whose application for Federal aid have been denied by 
the Commissioner of Education. pon approval of application the Commissioner 
shall pay such agency 10 percent of the Federal cost of the project, the rest to be 
paid after final drawings, etc., and construction contract entered into in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by him. 

Authorizes additional grants to local educational agencies where the applications 
wouid be approved but for the agency’s inability to finance the non-Federal share 
of the project cost, or where the application is approved, but because of disaster 
the local agency cannot finance the non-Federal share. Provides for temporary 
school facilities for children whose membership is of temporary duration only; 
authorizes school facilities for children residing on Federal property on June 30, 
1954, for whom local agencies are unable to provide education, Indian children 
and those residing on Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy 
Commission excepted. Directs withholding of payments if the applicant fails to 
comply with the approved program. 

Authorizes $20 million for additional assistance to local educational agencies 
ineligible for assistance under this act if it is found that (1) the immunity of Federal 
property from taxation has impaired the ability to finance school activities, (2) 
such agency is using due diligence to avail itself of tax and other financial assistance 
to that end, (3) such agency does not have sufficient funds available from Federal. 
State, or local sources to finance such. Authorizes appropriations of not more than 
$55 million to make reduced payments to such agencies on account of such unpaid 
entitlements. The reduction is to be made by subtracting from the unpaid en- 
titlements any amounts representing reimbursement for expendi ures for school 
construction under contracts entered into before the enactment of Public Law 
815, ae on and by limiting payments to 70 percent of the entitlements 
as so reauced. 


1 Digest prepared in the American Law Division, Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress. 
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Extends provision for podioie review to applicants denied hereunder, continues 
the application hereto of any appropriations tor the purposes hereof to June 30, 
1955 (now June 30, 1953). Authorizes the Commissioner of Education to de- 
termine the construction cost of minimum school facilities. 

Public Law 731, 83d Congress (introduced by Senator Robert W. 
Upton and others, approved August 31, 1954), amended Public Law 
815, 81st Congress, so as to extend for 2 additional years the program 
of Federal assistance for school construction under title III of that 
act, as amended by Public Law 246, 83d Congress. 

For school construction in federally affected areas the Congress 
appropriated $125 million for the fiscal year 1954, and $70 million for 
the fiscal year 1955. Of the amount appropriated for 1954, $55 
million was for the purpose of paying off obligations from previous 
years. 

" Some persons have objected to calling this program Federal aid to 
education. Their objections have been Maiod upon the implications 
of that term. They do not consider that the philosophy underlying 
this legislation is the same as the philosophy which is basic to some 
other Federal-aid-to-education programs and proposals. They regard 
this legislation as merely a provision for Federal payment of an obli- 
gation—Federal shouldering of a part of the financial burden placed 
upon certain communities by Federal activities, or a form of Federal 
payment in lieu of revenue lost to the communities from Federal 
ownership of property. 

' The program in operation under Public Law 815, 81st Congress, as 
amended, is treated in this report as Federal aid to education because 
it is commonly so identified. At the same time this report gives 
recognition to the differences in basic philosophy underlying this and 
some other programs generally considered Federal aid to education. 


B. Orger Current Arp To ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EpvucaTION 


In considering the question of Te a program of Federal 
b 


aid for school construction, it appears desirable to take a look at other 
forms of ‘Federal aid” to elementary and secondary education now 
in effect. Following is a brief account of current programs of “Fed- 
eral aid” to elementary and secondary education other than aid for 
school’construction, already reviewed. 

There is no program of Federal aid to elementary and secondary 
education in cane There is, however, Federal provision for general 
Federal-State cooperation in the support of vocational education “‘be- 
low college grade,”’ under the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts. 
The United States Office of Education allots the appropriated Federal 
funds for the promotion of vocational education below college grade. 
Part of the Federal money may be used for the training of teachers 
of vocational subjects, and might be considered to be for the aid of 
higher education, except that the ultimate purpose is vocational edu- 
cation below college grade. For cooperation with the States in the 
support of vocational education below college grade the Congress 
appropriated $25,811,592 for the fiscal year 1954 and $30,811,592 for 
the fiscal year 1955. 

Under the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts the States are 
required to match the expenditures from Federal funds with equal 
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expenditures of State or local funds, or both, for the same specific 
purposes. Many of the States and loca] school districts provide more 
than the minimum amounts required. 

Besides receiving the Federal aid for school construction in federally 
affected areas already considered in this study, certain federally 
affected school districts receive Federal assistance for the operation 
of schools under Public Law 874, 8lst Congress, as amended by 
Public Laws 248 and 732, 83d Congress. The legislation provides 
financial assistance to local educational agencies because of an increase 
of children residing on, or whose parents reside and/or work on 
federally owned property, through 1956. The minimum Federal 
payment for each such federally affected child is one-half the State 
average expenditure per pupil from alJl revenue sources. The Federal 
contribution rate otherwise is based upon the cost per child from local 
revenue sources in comparable schoo] districts in the same State 
during the second preceding year. The Congress appropriated 
$72,350,000 for payments under Public Law 874, 81st Congress, for 
the fiscal year 1954, and $55 million for the fiscal year 1955. 

Whether the program of Federal assistance to the provision of school 
lunches in elementary and secondary schools should be regarded as 
Federal aid to education is questionable. Public Law 320, 74th 
Congress, under which the program was started, did not mention 
Federal aid to education or school lunches. Initiated in the donation 
to schools of surplus foods, for the purpose of aiding in price stabiliza- 
tion, the Federal assistance since 1943 has been mainly in the form of 
cash payments to be used by participating schools to make local pur- 
chases of food. The stated purpose of the National School Lunch 
Act of 1946, under which the program now operates, is ‘‘to safeguard 
the health and well-being of the Nation’s children and to encourage 
the domestic consumption of nutritious agricultural commodities and 
other food.’”’ Nevertheless, probably few persons would maintain 
that this program is of no aid to education in the States. 

Some of the States receive Federal funds for schools from several 
other sources. As to whether the arrangements under which the 
States receive this money are forms of Federal aid to education, or are 
merely the payment of Federal obligations, or a part of these obliga- 
tions, is a matter of opinion. Part of the revenue from the national 
forests within a State is transmitted to that State for roads and 
schools. Three States—California, Oregon, and Washington—receive 
about 65 percent of the total amount thus transmitted. In accord- 
ance with the enabling acts for Arizona and New Mexico the entire 
income received by the Federal Government from school lands situated 
within national forests in these States is returned to them for the 
support of schools. Some of the States receive, for the maintenance of 
schools and roads, part of the revenue from federally owned grazing 
lands and mineral lands located within their borders. About a fifth 
of the States are affected by these arrangements, most of them only 
very slightly in relation to their total school budgets. 

Under the Surplus Property Act of 1944 and subsequent legislation 
the Congress made available to schools and other public institutions 
Federal surplus property no longer needed for defense purposes. 

Further information on ‘‘Federal aid’’ to elementary and secondary 
education is contained in two reports which were prepared in the 
Legislative Reference Service and printed for the use of the Senate 
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Committee on Labor and Public Welfare in 1954. These reports are 
respectively entitled, ‘‘Federal Aid to States and Local School Dis- 
tricts for Elementary and Secondary Education,” and “Action by the 
83d Congress Affecting Education and Educators.” 


C. PenpinG Britis Prorposine Ar to ConstTrucTION ? 


Following are digests of the general school-construction bills intro- 
duced in the 84th Congress to January 24, 1955. 


1. SENATE BILLs 


S. 4. Mr. Clements; January 6, 1955 (Labor and Public Welfare) 


Provides aid to States for the purpose of assisting school districts in constructing 
urgently needed school facilities by providing for the distribution of $500 million 
for each of the fiscal years beginning July 1, 1955, and July 1, 1956. Allots each 
State its share on the basis of (1) need; (2) the effort being made in each State to 
maintain its own school-building program; and (3) the school-age population of 
the State. Divides the appropriation into two equal sums for the purpose of the 
distribution formula. Distributes the first sum by the use of a formula, utilizing 
the total State and local expenditures for school purposes as the prime factor to 
determine what effort is being made to bring its sdlind’ building standards up. 
The second sum is to be distributed by virtue of a formula utilizing as its prime 
factor the per capita income of the State as contrasted with the per capita income 
of the United States, which with considerable accuracy should determine the 
relative needs of the States for school-building construction. Requires each 
State desiring to take advantage of this act to submit a State plan for carrying out 
the purposes. Each plan shall (1) designate the State agency; (2) establish pro- 
cedures and standards; (3) establish principles and procedures governing the 
approval and certification of projects determining priority; (4) establish standards 
for the determination of the Federal share of a project; and (5) provide for reports 
to the Commissioner. Authorizes necessary appropriations. 


8. 5. Mr. Hill and others; January 6, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Emergency Public School Construction Act of 1955: Authorizes appropriations 
up to $500 million for each fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, and July 1, 1956, for 
allotment to States for construction of public elementary and secondary schools. 
Such allotments are to be made to each State in an amount which bears the same 
ratio to such sums as the product of (A) the school-age population of the State, 
and (B) the square of its Federal percentage bears to the sum of the corresponding 
products for all the States. Provides that if such sum is less than $200,000 for 
any one State the amount will be increased to that figure. Provides that the 
Federal percentage for any one State be 100 percent less the percentage which 
bears the same ratio to 45 percent as the per capita income of such State bears to 
the per capita income of the continental United States but limits it to 70 percent 
and assures at least it be 40 percent. 

Provides that the Federal share for any State be 100 percent less that percentage 
which bears the same ratio to 50 percent as the per capita income of the United 
States, except that (A) in no case the Federal share be more than 6634 percent or 
less than 33% percent, and (B) the Federal share for Hawaii shall be 50 percent 
and for Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands be 66% percent. Requires 
each State desiring to accept the benefits of this act to submit State plans which 
(1) designate the agency for administration; (2) contain evidence that such 
agency bas such authority; (3) describe steps which have been taken toward 
making full and efficient use of school facilities; (4) set forth principles for de- 
termining the relative priority of school facilities projects; &) set forth the 
amounts of State funds available for school assistance; (6) provide fiscal control 
and fund accounting procedures; (7) provide for establishment of standards for 
locating, planning, and construction of school facilities; (8) provide for affording 
every school agency applying for a project an opportunity for a hearing; (9) 
provide that the State agency make reports to the Commissioner; and (10) 
provide that all laborers and mechanics employed on such construction be paid 
the prevailing wage in the locality. 


? Digests prepared in American Law Division, Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress. 
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Gives the Commissioner of Education power to withhold payments when such 
plans no longer comply with the act. Requires annual reports to the United States 
Commissioner of Education and grants the States judicial review when dissatisfied 
with any final action of the Commissioner. 


8. 480. Messrs. Humphrey and Ives; January 14, 1955 (Labor and Public Wel- 
fare) 


School Construction Act of 1955: Authorizes for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1956, and for the five succeeding fiscal years, such amounts as may be necessary 
to make payments to State agencies for school construction. Allows allotments to 
States in an amount which bears the same ratio to the total funds so appropriated 
as the school-age = of the United States bears to the total school-age 
population of all the States. 

equires each State desiring such aid to (1) designate the State agency to ad- 
minister such aid; (2) show that such agency has the authority to carry out the 
provisions of the act; (3) set forth a program for expending such funds; (4) set 
forth priority principles for such aid; (5) provide a fiscal control and accounting 
procedure; (6) provide an opportunity for a hearing before the agency for each 
local agency requesting such aid; (7) provide annual reports to the Commissioner; 
and (8) provide that all laborers employed on such projects be paid the same 
wages as the wae paid for similar construction in the locality. 

Sets up procedures for such payments to the States and provides for the match- 
ing of such funds by States and local communities. Provides for judicial review of 
the Commissioner’s action. Forbids any Federal interference over the State 
school systems. 

Provides that all laborers employed on such projects authorized by this act 
pooaive at least time and a half for all hours worked in any workweek above 40 

ours. 


8. 522. Mr. Dirksen; January 18, 1955 (Labor and Public Welfare) 
Same as 8S. 480, 84th Congress. 


8S. 686. Mr. McClellan and others; January 24, 1955 (Labor and Public Welfare) 


Public School Construction Act of 1955: Provides Federal financial assistance 
to the several States for the construction of public elementary and secondary 
school facilities. Requires each State desiring to participate in the program set 
up by this bill to submit a statewide public school construction program setting 
forth its needs on the basis of a statewide inventory of existing school facilities 
and a survey of the need for additional school facilities within such State. This 
ora would also have to provide means whereby each school agency within the 
State shall have reasonable notice of the provisions of this act and opportunity to 
apply for a project grant or grants, and to be heard in support of stack application, 
before the State plan is approved by the State agency for submission to the Com- 
missioner of Education of the United States Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. Such plan would have to further prescribe the me adopted 
for determining the relative priority of projects, and allotment of Federal and 
State funds to projects included in such plans, taking into account (a) the relative 
urgency of the need within the different areas of the State for additional school 
facilities and (b) the relative financial resources of the several school agencies 
within the State. 

Provides in any State in which separate school facilities are maintained for 
different racial groups for equitable and nondiscriminatory priorities and for an 
equitable and nondiscriminatory apportionment of the Federal funds received 
under the act. 

Sets forth a formula for the allocation of Federal appropriations to the several 
States based on the number of school students and the per capita income of the 
State as compared to the average per capita income of the Nation. Provides that 
when any of the funds allotted to a State are paid into the State treasury they 
become funds of the State to which it was paid and that no department, agency, 
or employee of the United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, or con- 
trol over, or prescribe any requirements with respect to any State agency, school 
agency, or school to which any funds have been or may be paid under this act. 
Authorizes necessary appropriations. Requires each State to make an annual 
audit of the expenditure of such funds and make an annual detailed statement of 
the amounts received by such States to the Congress of the United States. Re- 
quires that 95 percent of such funds appropriated be apportioned to the 48 States 
and the remaining 5 percent to other parts of the United States. 
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2. House BiILtis 


H. R. 14. Mr. Kearns; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


School Construction Act of 1955: Authorizes for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1956, and for the 5 succeeding fiscal years, such amounts as may be neces- 
sary to make payments to State agencies for school construction. Allows allot- 
ments to States in an amount which bears the same ratio to the total funds so 
appropriated as the school-age —— of the United States bears to the total 
school-age population of all the States. 

Requires each State desiring such aid to (1) designate the State agency to 
administer such aid; (2) show that such agency has the authority to carry out the 
provisions of the act; (3) set forth a program for expending such funds; (4) set 
forth priority principles for such aid; (5) provide a fiscal control and accounting 
procedure; (6) provide an opportunity for a hearing before the agency for each 
local agency requesting such aid; (7) provide annual reports to the Commissioner ; 
and (8) provide that all laborers employed on such projects be paid the same 
wages as the wages paid for similar construction in the locality. 

Sets up procedures for such payments to the States and provides for the match- 
ing of such funds by States and local communities. Provides for judicial review 
of the Commissioner’s action. Forbids any Federal interference over the State 
school systems. 


H. R. 15. Mr. Bailey; Janusry 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 
Same digest as H. R,. 14, 84th Congress. 


H. R. 44. Mr. Perkins; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Emergency Public School Plant Facilities Act: Authorizes the appropriation 
of $500 million for fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for each of the 2 succeed- 
ing years, to assist the States in the acquisition and construction of urgently 
needed plant facilities (excluding athletic) for elementary, secondary, and voca- 
tional schools. Participation in the program shall be based on the approval of 
a State plan submitted to the United States Commissioner of Education. Upon 
approval of the plan, the State shall be entitled to an allotment determined by 
the ratio of the school-age population of the State to that of the United States, 
with an adjustment upward to within 60 percent of the total cost of the program 
for the State with a low per capita income and downward to within 40 percent 
for a State with a high per capita income. The Commissioner, after reasonable 
notice and opportunity for a hearing, upon a finding that a State agency has 
substantially failed to comply with the plan submitted and approved or any 
other provision hereof, may refuse to certify any further funds until there is com- 
pliance. If compliance is impossible, the State shall return the funds already 
received. The final refusal of the Commissioner shall be subject to review by 
an appropriate State court of appeals. The State shall have sole control over the 
direction, supervision, or control over its personnel, curriculum, or program of 
instruction in its school systems. 


H. R. 108. Mr. Harris; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Public School Construction Act of 1955: Provides Federal financial assistance 
to the several States for the construction of public elementary and secondary 
school facilities. Requires each State desiring to participate in the program set 
up by this bill to submit a statewide public peuesol taeatraction program setting 
forth its needs on the basis of a statewide inventory of existing school facilities 
and a survey of the need for additional school facilities within such State. This 
plan would also have to provide means whereby each school agency within the 
State shall have reasonable notice of the provisions of this act and opportunity to 
apply for a project grant or grants, and to be heard in support of such application, 
before the State plan is approved by the State agency for submission to the Com- 
missioner of Education of the United States Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. Such plan would have to further prescribe the principles adopted 
for determining the relative priority of projects, and allotrrent of Federal and 
State funds to projects included in such plans, taking into account (a) the relative 
urgency of the need within the different areas of the State for additional school 
facilities and (b) the relative financial resources of the several school agencies 
within the State. 

Provides in any State in which separate school facilities are maintained for 
different racial groups, equitable and nondiscriminatory priorities and for an 
equitable and nondiscrimimatory apportionment of the Federal funds received 
under the act among such groups. 
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Sets forth a formula for the allocation of Federal appropriations to the several 
States based on the number of school students and the per capita income of the 
State as compared to the average per capita income of the Nation. Provides 
that when any of the funds allotted to a State are paid into the State treasury 
they become funds of the State to which it was paid and that no department, 
agency, or employee of the United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, 
or control over, or prescribe any require’rents with respect to any State agency, 
school agency, or school to which any funds have been or may be paid under this 
act. Authorizes necessary appropriations. Requires each State to make an 
annual audit of the expenditure of such funds and make an annual detailed 
statement of the amounts received by such States to the Congress of the United 
States. Requires that 95 percent of such funds appropriated be apportioned to 
the 48 States and the remaining 5 percent to other parts of the United States. 


H. R. 361. Mr. Donohue; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Emergency Public School Construction Act of 1955: Authorizes appropriations 
up to $250 million for each fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, and July 1, 1956, 
for allotment to States for construction of public elementary and secondary 
schools. Such allotments are to be made to each State in an arount which bears 
the same ratio to such sums as the ae aa of (a) the school-age population of 
the State, and (b) the square of its Federal percentage bears*to the sum of the 
corresponding products for all the States. Provides that if such sum is less than 
$100,000 for any one State the arount will be increased to that figure. Provides 
that the Federal percentage for any one State be 100 percent less the percentage 
which bears the same ratio to 50 percent as the per capita income of such State 
bears to the per capita income of the continental United States but limits it to 
75 percent and assures at least it be 33% percent. 

imits the Federal share in school facility projects to 40. percent of the cost of 
construction or $500 per pupil to be accommodated whichever is the lesser. 
Requires each State desiring to accept the benefits of this act to submit State 
plans which (1) designate the agency for administration; (2) contain evidence 
that such agency has such authority; (3) describe steps which have been taken 
toward making full and efficient use of school facilities; (4) set forth principles for 
determining the relative priority of school facilities projects; (5) set forth the 
amounts of State funds available for school assistance; (6) provide fiscal control 
and fund-accounting procedures; (7) provide for establishment of standards for 
locating, planning, and construction of school facilities; (8) provide for affordin 
every school agency applying for a project an opportunity for a hearing; (9 
provide that the State agency make reports to the Commissioner; and (10) pro- 
vide that all laborers and mechanics employed on such construction be paid the. 
prevailing wage in the locality. 

Gives the Commissioner of Education power to withhold payments when such 
“wees no longer comply with the act. Requires annual reports to the United 
States Commissioner of Education and grants the States judicial review when 
dissatisfied with any final action of the Commissioner. 


H. R. 517. Mr. Grant; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


School Construction Act of 1955: Provides for allotments to the States by the 
Commissioner of Education for construction of public elementary and secondary 
school facilities. In determining the allotment to the several States, the Commis- 
sioner shall ascertain for each State (1) a population factor, which shall be a 
number equal to the school-age population of such State; (2) a need for assistance 
factor, which shall be a fraction, the numerator of which is the amount of the per 
capita income of all individuals in all States, and denominator of which is the 
amount of the per capita income of all individuals in such State; (3) an index 
number, which shall be determined by multiplying factor 1 by factor 2. The 
sum available from any appropriation for allotment to each State shall be the 
amount which bears to the total amount available for allotment to all States 
the same ratio as the index number for such State bears to the sum of the index 
numbers for all States. <A further factor in making allotments is the amount of 
non-Federal funds expended for school construction within the State, and a 
formula for determining the ratio in this connection is prescribed. Any State 
desiring to accept the benefit of these provisions shall submit through the State 
agency, a State plan for carrying out the purposes thereof. Standards for such 
State plans are set forth. 


H. R. 653. Mr. Denton; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Authorizes a temporary program of Federal aid to public school districts 
agencies for the construction of public elementary and secondary schools. Re- 
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quires all projects receiving aid under this program to conform to an overall 
State, local, or regional plan approved by competent State, local, or regional 
authorities. 

Authorizes the Commissioner to make grants to districts under the program 
after he finds that there exists in any school district a shortage of school facilities 
and such a request is made by the district. Apportions available funds for the 
program in the proportion which the population of persons of ages 5 to 17, inelusive, 
of the respective States bears to the total population of persons of such ages in 
all the States. Provides that such apportionment be made in conformity with 
the latest determination of the population of persons of such ages in each of the 
States made by the United States Bureau of the Census. Requires a statement 
of every apportionment to be published in the Federal Register, and a copy to 
be sent to each State agency. Limits the amount to any school district to 50 
percent of the estimated cost of the project. 

Authorizes the Commissioner of Education to make loans to school districts, 
unable to borrow money from other sources, at a rate of 4-percent interest with 
adequate security to assure reasonable repayment. He also may hold, administer, 
exchange, refund, or sell at public or private auction, any bonds, ete., evidencing 
such loans. Requires the terms and conditions of any grant or loan made under 
the provisions of this act to be in writing. Requires that all laborers employed 
on such projects to be paid at least the prevailing wage in the locality. Prohibits 
the employment of child labor and prohibits discrimination in employment 
because of race, creed, or color. Gives the Commissioner broad inspection 
powers and requires that such projects be contracted upon a free and open 
competitive bidding. 

Provides special aid for districts which are distressed and are unable to defray 
their share of the cost of urgently needed school facilities after the Commissioner 
has determined that there is an urgent need, that the district is unable to pay 
the cost, and the district so certifies. After these determinations the Commis- 
sioner may then acquire land, etc., for such facilities, and execute a valid agree- 
ment with such district for the construction of such facilities. Such agreements 
must contain provisions (1) providing for construction of such facilities; (2) whereas 
the district agrees to lease the facilities at an annual rental of at least 2 percent 
of the actual cost; (3) providing that after the district has paid in rental a sum 
equal to 50 percent of the cost of construction, plus cost of the land, plus a reason- 
able rate of interest, the United States shall convey title of such facilities to the 
district; and (4) that the district will bear the cost of operation during the life 
of the lease. 

Prohibits any type of Federal interference in the administration of educational 
policy and prohibits discrimination in the granting of grants, loans or special aid 
because of race, creed, or color. Authorizes appropriations of $550 million for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and for each of the 5 succeeding years for 
the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this act. 


H. R. 764. Mr. Frelinghuysen; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Emergency Public School Construction Act of 1955: Authorizes appropriations 
up to $250 million for each fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, and July 1, 1956, for 
allotment to States for construction of public elementary and secondary schools. 
Such allotments are to be made to each State in an amount which bears the same 
ratio to such sums as the product of (A) the school-age population of the State, 
and (B) the square of its Federal percentage bears to the sum of the corresponding 
products for all the States. If such allotment is in excess of 5 percent of the 
amount appropriated then such States’ allotment shall be reduced by such excess, 
and if such sum is less than 100,000 for any one State the amount will be in- 
creased to that figure. Provides that the Federal percentage for any one State 
be 100 percent less the percentage which bears the same ratio to 50 percent as the 
per capita income of such State bears to the per capita income of the continental 
United States but limits it to 75 percent and assures at least it be 33% percent. 

Limits the Federal share in school facility projects to 40 percent of the cost of 
construction or $500 per pupil to be accommodated, whichever is the lesser. 
Requires each State desiring to accept the benefits of this act to submit State 
plans which: (1) designate the agency for administration; (2) contain satisfactory 
evidence that such agency has such authority; (3) describe steps taken toward 
making full and efficient use of school facilities; (4) set forth available State funds 
and priority of such projects; (5) provide fiscal control and fund accounting pro- 
cedures; (6) provide for establishment of standards for locating, planning, and 
construction of school facilities; (8) provide for affording every school agency 
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applying for a project an opportunity for a hearing; and (9) provide that the State 
agency make reports to the Commissioner. 

Gives the Commissioner of Education power to withhold payments when such 
plans no longer comply with the act. Provides judicial review from the decisions 
of the Commissioner. 


H. R. 768. Mr. Jenkins; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


School Construction Act of 1954: Authorizes $2 billion, in the aggregate for the 
next 3 fiscal years for Federal aid to State educational agencies for school con- 
struction. Allows allotments to the States of an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the total funds so available as the cost of constructing needed classrooms 
in that State bears to the total costs of constructing needed classrooms in all 
States who have applied. Requires the Commissioner to determine the need by 
subtracting (1) the number of classrooms in existence, ete., on June 30, 1955, 
from (2) the number of classrooms adequate under State standards for the mem- 
bership at close of the school year 1954-55. 

To be eligible for such benefits requires filed applications by States containing 
certain information. Directs the Commissioner to pay 50 percent of such con- 
struction costs from the States’ allotment. Gives the Commissioner power to 
withhold payments if conditions are not met. Prohibits Federal interference 
over the State school system. 


H. R. 850. Mr. Thornberry; January 5, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Effective July 1, 1955, payments made to school districts in areas affected by 
Federal activities shall be based on the number of all eligible children attending 
the classes of such school districts who are residing on or whose parents are em- 
ployed on Federal property. The 3-percent ‘absorption’? requirement is 
therefore eliminated (amending U.S. C. 20:238). 


H, R, 1565, Mr. Elliott; January 6, 1955 (Education and Labor) 
Same digest as 8. 5, 84th Congress. 


H. R. 1633. Mr. Watts; January 6, 1955 (Education and Labor) 

Provides for Federal financial assistance to the States for the construction of 
public elementary and secondary school facilities. Provides for the allotment 
to each State such sums appropriated for any fiscal year at an amount which 
bears the same ratio to 50 percent of such sums as the number, which is deter- 
mined by multiplying the school-age population of such State by the total per 
capita income in dollars of all individuals in all States and dividing the result by 
the total per capita income in dollars of all individuals in such State, bears to 
the total of such numbers for all States. 

Requires States desiring aid under this act to submit a State plan designed to 
carry out the purposes of this act. Such plans shall designate the State educa- 
tional agency as the responsible administrative agency, establish sound construc- 
tion procedures and standards, give priority to local educational agencies which 
have the greatest need, limit any given State project to not more than 66% percent 
and not less than 33% of allocated Federal funds, and submit reports to the 
Commissioner. 

Gives the Commissioner the right to approve State plans, and if such approval 
is refused then judicial review is granted. Provides that payments to the States 
may be made at such times and in such manner as the Commissioner may deter- 
mine, and may be withheld for failure to comply with approved State plans. 
Makes the States liable for amounts received if the certified project is not completed. 

- Provides that an amount equal to one-half of the State administrative costs, but 

not to exceed 1 percent of the State’s allotment, may be available through the 
Department of the Treasury prior to the audit or settlement of the General 
Accounting Office. 

Authorizes appropriations of $500 million for each of the fiscal years beginning 
July 1, 1955, and July 1, 1956, to carry out the purposes of this act. 


H. R. 1791. Mr. Fogarty; January 10, $955 (Education and Labor) 


School Construction Act of 1955: Provides Federal financial assistance to the 
several States for the construction of public elementary and secondary school 
facilities. Authorizes an appropriation of $500 million to be expended over a 
period of 5 years beginning with the first fiscal year after the enactment of this 
act. Requires each State desiring to participate in the program set up by this 
bill to submit a statewide public school construction program setting forth its 
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needs on the basis of a statewide inventory of existing school facilities and a 
survey of the need for additional school facilities within such State. This plan 
would also have to provide means whereby each school agency within the State 
shall have reasonable notice of the provisions of this act and opportunity to 
apply for a project grant or grants, and to be heard in support of such application, 
before the State plan is approved by the State agency for submission to the 
Commissioner of Education of the United States Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare. Such plan would have to further prescribe the principles 
adopted for determining the relative priority of projects, and allotment of Federal 
and State funds to projects included in such plans, taking into account (a) the 
relative urgency of the need within the different areas of the State for additional 
school facilities and (b) the relative financial resources of the several school 
agencies within the State. 

Sets forth a formula for the allocation of Federal appropriations to the several 
States based on the number of school students and the per capita income of the 
State as compared to the average per capita income of the Nation. Provides 
that when any of the funds allotted to a State are paid into the State treasury 
they become funds of the State to which it was paid and such expenditures of 
such funds by the State agency shall be subject to the laws of such State, rather 
than the laws of the United States. Requires each State to make an annual 
audit of the expenditure of such funds and make an annual detailed statement 
of the amounts received by such States to the Commissioner for a report to the 
Congress of the United States. Prohibits any United States Department, agency, 
officer, or employee to exercise any direction, supervision, or control over, or 
prescribe any requirement with respect to any State agency, school agency, or 
school to which such funds have been paid. 


H. R. 2548. Mr. Bennett of Michigan; January 20, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Same digest as H. R 14, 84th Congress, except the first sentence should read: 

“School Construction Act of 1955: Authorizes for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1955, and for the 4 succeeding fiscal years $1 biilion to make pay- 
ments to State agencies for school construction.” 


H. R. 2585. Mr. Fernandez; January 20, 1955 (Education and Labor) 
Same digest as 8. 5, 84th Congress. 


H. R. 2612. Mr. Lesinski; January 20, 1955 (Education and Labor) 
Same digest as H. R. 15, 84th Congress. 


H. R. 2857. Mr. Lesinski; January 24, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


School Construction. Loan Act: Provides a supplementary program of Federal 
loans to assist States and local communities in building schools. Authorizes the 
United States Commissioner of Education to administer the making of such loans 
to eligible State school construction authorities and local educational agencies 
Sets the interest rate on such loans at 1 percent per year. 

Authorizes an appropriation of $3 billion in the aggregate for carrying out 
the purposes of this act. Requires the Commissioner to allot to each State an 
amount which hears the same ratio to the total funds appropriated as the school-age 
population of the State bears to the total of the school-age populations of all the 
States (ages 5 to 17 inclusive). 

Makes a school construction authority for a State eligible for a loan under 
this act if (1) it is not in default of any loan already granted under this act; (2) 
it provides satisfactory assurances that all labor, etc., employed on the projects 
will be paid at least the prevailing wages in the community for like or similar 
work; and (3) it files an application for the loan in accordance with the regulations 
prescribed by the Commissioner. Provides that in States which do not have a 
school construction authority a loan may be granted under the act to a local 
educational agency if (1) the local educational agency meets the requirements of 
(1) and (2) above; (2) the outstanding indebtedness of the local educational 
agency equals or exceecs 50 percent of its legal debt; and (3) files an application 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Commissioner through the 
officer or agency primarily responsible for the State supervision of public ele- 
mentary and secondary schools. Permits the Commissioner to delegate his 
functions under the act to any officer or employee of the Office of Education 
except the making of regulations. Provides assurances against Federal inter- 
ference with any school system or local educational agency. 
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D. Penpinec Proposats For Oruer Forms or Arp * 


It appears reasonable to assume that any Member of Congress 
considering the question of Federal aid to school construction might 
wish to know what bills proposing Federal appropriations for other 
forms of aid to elementary and secondary education are pending in 
Congress. Following is a digest of such bills introduced in the 84th 
Congress to January 24, 1955: 


1. Senate BILtis 
None. 
2. House BILtis 


H. R. 1853. Mr. Whitten; January 10, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Authorizes $100 million annually for aid to the States and Territories (includ- 
ing possessions of the United States) for improvement of their public schools in 
the manner prescribed by their respective legislatures, this sum to be increased 
by $50 million for each fiscal year, up to a maximum of $300 million. Appor- 
tionment shall be on the basis of the number of inhabitants aged 5 to 20, inclusive, 
but the act shall not be construed to prevent State or Territorial legislatures 
from appropriating the funds to provide public education for persons under 5 or 
over 20 nor to delimit those legislatures in their definition of their program of 
public education. Apportionments subsequent to the first one are contingent 
upon maintenance of a system of public schools throughout the State or Territory 
wherein each public school shall be in session for a term of 160 days for the pre- 
ceding year (closings due to epidemics, ete., excepted). No State or Territory 
shall receive funds unless during the school year next preceding the year for 
which apportionment was made, it has expended from its combined State or 
Territorial and local revenues for public elementary and secondary schools not 
less than was spent in the school year ended in 1946 for each person aged 5 to 
20, taking into consideration the total population and each population group for 
which schools are specifically maintained. One-tenth of one percent of the total 
amount appropriated annually is made available to the United States Office of 
Education for the administration and for conducting educational research upon 
request of State or Territorial school officials in improving systems of public 
education. The declared purpose of the act is to leave all supervision, control, 
choice of educational process, etc., to State, Territorial, and local governments. 


H. R. 2868. Mr. Perkins; January 24, 1955 (Education and Labor) 


Educational Finance Act of 1955: To aid the States, Territories, and the posses- 
sions of the United States in financing their panie elementary and secondary 
school systems, and to more nearly equalize such school opportunities throughout 
the States, there is authorized $300 million for the fiscal year 1956, and each 
year thereafter. 

The basic allotment to each State shall be either (1) the excess of $50 per child 
over 1 percent of a 5-year average of annual income for the State, or (2) a flat 
amount of $5 per child, whichever is greater. The number of children on which 
the computation is based shall be the number of persons from 5 to 17 years of age, 
for the third year next preceding the year for which computation is made. Income 
payments in each State means the average of annual income payments for 5 years 
(third, fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh years next preceding year for which the 
computation is made). If a State spends less than 2.5 percent (2.25 secre for 
the first 2 years) of its annual income for schools, the amount of Federal aid 
shall be proportionately reduced, except that in no case shall it be less than $5 
per child. For any fiscal year beginning after June 30, 1959, a State, to be eligible 
for more than $5 per school child of Federal aid, must spend at least 2 percent 
of its annual income payments from State and local sources for schools. 

Federal funds shall be available only for (1) salaries of duly certified teachers; 
(2) salaries of professional administrative personnel; and (3) building operations 
and maintenance costs for public elementary and secondary schools. Apportion- 
ments shall not be used to reduce State expenditures for public elementary and 
secondary school education. No Federal agency or officer shall exercise ony 
control over any school or any State educational institution or agency wit 
respect to which funds are made available under this act. 


8 Digests prepared in American Law Division, Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress. 
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There appears to be little or no controversy over the question of need 
for more and better school facilities in thousands of communities 
throughout the United States. Within recent years there has been an 
accumulation of evidence of serious and growing shortages of school 
housing and equipment in practically every State. The purpose of 
this chapter is to summarize the evidence of need set forth in various 
studies and reports within the last several years. The purpose at this 
point does not extend to consideration of the controversial question of 
‘how the need should be met. 

Outstanding among sources of information concerning the condition 
of school housing throughout the country have been the reports on the 
school-facilities survey carried out under title I of Public Law 815, 
8ist Congress. Pursuant to the authorization contained in this act 
the 8ist Congress appropriated $3 million to remain available until 
expended to aid-the States in a nationwide survey of school facilities. 
(The 83d Cong. rescinded that part of the appropriation remaining 
unexpended from the Treasury of the United States on December 31, 
1953.) The law provided for an allotment of Federal funds to each 
State based on its school population but not to exceed 50 percent of its 
total expenditures for the survey: 

In 1951 the United States Office of Education launched the survey 
in cooperation with the States, The Office of Education has coordi- 
nated the State surveys at the Federal level and has published three 
reports on the status of school housing on a nationwide basis. The 
final report on the status phase, in December 1953, absorbed the 2 
earlier reports and extended the coverage to surveys conducted in 
43 States including Territories and possessions defined as States. 


A. Frnpines From tHe NationaL Scuoou Faciitries SuRVEY 


1. Status phase—An inventory of existing school facilities 
Following is a digest of the evidences of need for school facilities set 
forth in detail in the final report on the status phase of the survey. 
For the 43 States included in the survey the 1952 needs for addi- 
tional public elementary and secondary school plants included 
245,417 instruction rooms (classrooms, laboratories, and shops) to 
house 6,984,596 pupils. These instruction rooms, together with the 
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necessary related facilities, sites, and equipment would have cost 
about $8.3 billion at 1951 price levels. 

The 43 States included in the survey represent all geographic 
areas, and all types of school organization and relative per capita 
wealth; and these 43 States enroll 78.64 percent of the total ele- 
mentary and secondary school enrollment in all the States. It may 
be assumed therefore that these States represent the Nation as a 
whole. When the findings from the survey respecting the needs of 
these States were projected on the basis of relative enrollments, it 
became apparent that the nationwide school plant need was for 
312,000 instruction rooms to house 8,881,360 pupils at a cost of 
about $10.6 billion. Unless the rate of school construction is ma- 
terially increased, the needs for additional school facilities will continue 
to grow because of future increases in enrollment. 

Some of the more important details of need brought out by the 
survey are the following: 

About 82 percent of the school sites included in the survey occupy 
less than 5 acres and over 70 percent occupy less than 3 acres. On the 
basis of recommendations of the National Council on Schoolhouse: 
Construction all of these sites are of inadequate size. They offer 
insufficient space for buildings, playground areas, parking facilities. 
and other uses for which site acreage is needed. 

About 43 percent of the Nation’s public school buildings consist 
of only 1 room each; about 7 percent of the buildings have over 20) 
classrooms each; the remainder have from 2 to 20 classrooms in each. 
building. 

About half (47 percent) of the school buildings in the 43 States 
included in the survey are more than 30 years old. About 1 of eve 
5 (22 percent) is over 50 years old. Many of the older buildings lac 
adequate lighting, plumbing, heating, and ventilating facilities and 
are paces the final stages of their usability. 

According to recommendations of the National Council on School- 
house Construction concerning classroom space per pupil, 56 es 
of the classrooms included in this report are overcrowded. Over 80: 
percent of the elementary school plants in the 43 States surveyed do 
not provide any rooms equipped for special types of learning activity 
considered necessary for adequate edicational programs. 

About 74 percent of the 1-story buildings, 31 percent of the 2-story 
buildings, and 19 percent of the buildings having 3 or more stories are 
constructed of combustible materials. 

All school plants in the 43 States for which data are included in this 
report were rated by State or local educational agencies as being 
“satisfactory,” “fair,” or “unsatisfactory.” The ratings were made 
on the basis of certain criteria normally accepted in evaluating build- 
ings, such as facilities for sanitation and comfort, pupil safety, et 
cetera. One-third of all the school plants were rated “‘unsatisfactory”’ 
and an additional 2 of every 5 were rated as “fair” by the State or 
local agencies. About 18 percent of all pupils are housed in buildings. 
rated “unsatisfactory,’’ 42 percent in buildings rated “fair,” and 40 
percent in buildings rated “satisfactory.” 

The net increase in pupil capacity possible through remodeling and 
rehabilitation would be 251,463 pupils—the equivalent increase of new 
construction of 8,382 classrooms. Funds needed to improve facilities 
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now being used, and to make idle facilities usable would amount to 
about $423,123,000. 

The amount of floor space needed for all schools in the 43 States 
surveyed was reported as 530,487,743 square feet. 

In 13 of the 43 States surveyed over half of the school plants are 
l-room structures. In 6 of the 43 States over half of the school 
buildings are over 50 years old. One State reported that all of its 
classrooms have less than 25 square feet of floor space per pupil— 
all classrooms thus being overcrowded according to standards recom- 
mended by the National Council on Schoolhouse Construction. 

At least two States have more than half of their pupils housed in 
buildings not acceptable as to fire safety according to standards de- 
veloped by the national council. 

State and local educational agencies of 21 of the 43 States included 
in the survey reported over 33% percent of their school plants as 
‘“unsatisfactory.”’ Generally these are the States which spend the 
least amount of money per capita on education. One State reported 
that 82.83 percent of its pupils are unsatisfactorily housed. 

The survey revealed that new schoolhousing is needed for more than 
20 percent of the pupils in all but 7 of the 43 States and new school- 
housing is needed for at least 40 percent of the pupils in 18 of the 
States included in the survey. 

The following table gives data on the number and percentage of 
pupils for whom new housing was needed, by States, in 1952-53: 
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1 Estimated by States as of March 1951. 


2. Long-range phase—School facilities needed by 1959-60 (including 
the unmet needs reported in the status phase of the survey) 
Following the inventory of existing school facilities in 1951, the 
States conducted a survey of the long-range needs up to the begin 
ning of the 1959-60 school year. This was a project-by-project 
survey, showing the type of school, the number of penile to be accom- 
modated, the number of classrooms, the space required, the estimated 
cost, the location, and the time at which the facility would be needed. 
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Reports from 34 States had been received by the Commissioner of 
Education as of January 3, 1955. Some other States had announced 
that their reports were practically completed. The Office of Educa- 
tion plans to publish a summary of these reports in March 1955. 


B. Reports From States Nor PartTicipaATING IN THE SURVEY 


The report on the national school facilities survey released in 
December 1953 by the United States Office of Education did not 
include data from States which had not participated in the survey to 
date. These States were Idaho, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jer- 
sey, New York, South Carolina, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming. 
Surveys were completed by Massachusetts and New Jersey after the 
publication of the report by the Office of Education. 

Concerning the school building needs of several of the States which 
did not participate in the national survey, the writer of this report 
has compiled the following information from published reports of 
their chief State school officers. (Information concerning current 
needs for school construction in the remaining States was not found 
in their latest reports available either in the Library of Congress or 
in the library of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
or in the library of the National Education Association.) 

Idaho.—A statement concerning ‘school buildings” in the biennial 
report of the State board of education, containing the report of the 
superintendent of public instruction, for 1950-52 implies a lack of 
information concerning the need for school construction within that 
State. In reference to participation by other States in a nationwide 
school facilities survey the report says: 

The basic question is whether or not the citizens of Idaho would like to know of 
existing school-building conditions, particularly in the elementary schools. 

New Jersey——The annual report of the State board of education 
and of the commissioner of education for the years 1952 and 1953 
respectively, contains the following statements concerning the need 
for school construction in New Jersey. 

(1952:) Although school districts voted approximately $30 million for new 
construction, the numbtr of classrooms needed to house the increased enrollment 
far exceeded the number that was built. 

(1953:) Enrollment in most elementary and in some junior high schools con- 
tinued to rise. That rates also continued the upward trend as boards of educatiou 
tried to cope with the problem of additional pupils who required additional 


building space and more teachers. 
* * * * * * * 

A recent survey, made by boards of education, estimated the amount of school 
plant construction necessary in the State from 1950 to 1962 would amount to 
$400 million. From the evidence accumulated to date, this is a conservative 
figure and school building needs will continue to increase during that period. 


South Carolina.—The annual report of the State superintendent of 
education for 1951 contains the following statement regarding state- 
wide school-plant needs: 


Enrollment in the publie schools is still inereasing, and it will increase rapidly 
for several more years. Additional classroom space is badly needed if the schools 
are to meet even minimum standards of instruction. Buildings which are not 
safe are being used for school purposes. This condition was pointed out in re- 
ports of 1948-49 and 1949-50. To replace many of these buildings on the present 
site would be an error. School sites should not be chosen overnight, but only 





FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 39 


after very careful study of the density of population, of population trends, and of 
the instructional program to be given the children within the community. 
* * ~ » *€ * * 


Many sites for school buildings are not of adequate size. Too few schocl 
districts have provided acreage adequate for a school program that will best 
develop the whole child. Inadequate space limits activity that the child sorely 
needs in his development. 

* ~ *~ * » * + 


The department of education set out early in the year to make, through the 
county superintendents of education, a study of needs for school construction 
throughout the State. The schoolhouse planning supervisor assisted in this 
endeavor. This survey was based on opinion only and can be used only as an 
indication of trends. 

Contracts were let for 60 projects at a total cost of $7,717,009.50. The initial 
cost per square foot ranged from $7 to $15. The increase in cost per square foot 
is due to the rise in cost of materials and labor. 

During the year, 29 preliminary and 48 final approvals were given for new school 
plants. Twenty-six new school sites were approved. Seven special school- 
system surveys were made. * * * 


Utah.—The following statement concerning the need for additional 
school buildings appears in part I of the report of the superintendent 
of public instruction of the State of Utah for the biennial period ended 
June 30, 1950: 


If Utah schools are not to deteriorate rapidly, the local school districts and the 
State must take steps at once to provide necessary new school buildings to house 
the rising tide of schoolchildren. ‘Lhe only alternative would be to increase the 
class loads for already overloaded teachers, and to extend half-day sessions to 
upper grades. Either or both measures would decrease the quality of education 
for succeeding generations. 

Many of our local school districts are now making major efforts to provide 
new school buildings. More than half the districts have carried out major 
buildings programs during the past 3 vears. In the school year 1948-49 our 
school districts spent more than $10,400,000 for capital outlay purposes, and in 
1949-50 the amount was more than $7,600,000. ‘Lhey are to be commended for 
their efforts. However, studies made by the State Department of Education and 
the Utah Legislative Council indicate an immediate building need by 1951-52 
of at least $40 million, of which less than half will be met by that date. 

The building during the next few years will slow up materially unless some help 
is given local districts. Many of them have used their local financial resources 
and have many building needs not yet provided for; some of them can meet 
their needs if the State permits them to increase their borrowing capacity; some 
others will still have excess needs after they have used up every reasonable local 
resource. They must have help from the State or some other outside source if 
they are to have adequate school facilities. 


Virginia.—The 1952-53 annual report of the superintendent of 
public instruction in the State of Virginia contains the following 
statement concerning the continuing need for school construction in 
that State: 


For the past 4 years public-school enrollment has increased from 20,000 to 
30,000 each year. If we are to maintain anything like the proper pupil-teacher 
ratio, this alone means from 700 to 1,000 more teachers each year. It means 
approximately the same number of additional classrooms. 


C. Frypines sy THE NEA Resgarcu Dtvision 


In November 1954 the research division of the National Education 
Association issued a report entitled “Advance Estimates of Public 
Elementary and Secondary Schools for the School Year 1954-55.” 
The estimates were based upon information supplied by State and 
Territorial departments of education and educational associations. 
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Following is a summary of the findings with respect to the shortage 
of rd facilities. 

he shortages in buildings and qualified teachers continue to deprive 
at least 700,000 pupils of full-time schooling. After having been 
especially serious at the elementary-school level for the past 8 years, 
or agctatiaae are now producing grave problems for secondary 
schools. 

The present lag in school construction began with the depression 
of the 1930’s because of a lack of funds; it continued during the World 
War II period because of a lack of materials, funds, and manpower 
for construction purposes. Meanwhile the birth rates in the years 
since 1940 have accelerated enrollments far beyond the predictions 
made in the 1930’s. 

Comparison of the conditions in the States (omitting District of 
Columbia) in 1953-54 and 1954—55 can be summarized as follows: 


Number of States in which the building shortage is— 


Type of school Very small Considerable Very large 


1954-55 | 1953-54 | 1954-55 


ural: 
Elementary 
Secondary (omitting Rhode Island) - - 


rban: 
Elementary 
Secondary 


The foregoing summary suggests that the building situation for the 
Nation as a whole has improved slightly since 1953-54 with respect 
to rural elementary schools. Last year about 65 percent of the States 
had “considerable” or “very large’ building shortages; in 1954-55 
about 58 percent are in a similar predicament. 

In urban school systems the building problem has definitely become 
worse. In 1953-54 all but one State had serious shortages in ele- 
mentary schools and in 1954-55 all States have such shortages. The 
secondary-school shortage has reached substantial proportions. In 
1953-54, 41 States estimated that they had serious needs for addi- 
tional buildings for secondary schools; in 1954-55 the number has 
jumped to 45. This fact, plus other evidence on the teacher short- 
age, indicates that the housing of present enrollments now affects 
both elementary and secondary schools in a ie of the States. 

As of October 1954 the research division of the NEA asked State 
leaders to estimate the number of additional cer classrooms 
needed, if all regular classes were limited to 30 pupils. Only 32 
States supplied estimates. . 
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The following table summarizes the estimates of school-building 
shortages by States, for 1954-55: 


Rural schools | Urban schools Number of ad- 
Se A i ditional elemen- 
i tary school class- 

| rooms needed 

| (if all regular 

Elementary | Secondary | Elementary | Secondary | classes were 

| limited to 30 

pupils) 
| 


(5) (6) 
| 


| 


Alabama oxued Seal A tclecenl 
Arizona. -- $b d bebes ..dot... 
Arkansas _- ..-| Large Largi ..| Large..... 
California _ - . logan Sbacaloant Licaost ME Odeo 


Connecticut 
RR chencccs ap nnaidicaaaeaall do 
Dene of Columbia 


, 


Kentucky 


Maryland 

Massachussetts.._...........-..]-.. ..do 
cake 
at eswelsces 


Nevada 

New Hampshire. 
New Jersey--.- 
New Mexico... 


North Carolina 
vee Dakota 


Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 


Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 


Total (32 States) 


1Estimated by NEA Research Division. 











D. Estimates From OrHer Sources 


As early as in 1943 the National Resources Planning Board esti- 
mated that elimination of schoolhousing deficiencies would require an 
expenditure of a billion dollars a year over a 10-year period.' 

In 1947 and 1948 the United States Office of Education and the 
National Council of Chief State School Officers made a cooperative 


! National Resources Planning Board, National Resources Development Report for 1943, pt. I, Postwar 
Plan and Program, Washington, U. 8. Government Printing Office, 1943, p. 73. 





42 FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


study of the need for elementary and secondary school facilities. A 
national projection of the estimated cost of 6-year plant needs reported 
by the chief State school officers in December 1948 totaled about 
$9,348 million.’ 

In its report of a study of the Forty-Eight State School Systems 
published in 1949 the Council of State Governments estimated the 
minimum need for additional classrooms at 440,000 to 480,000 within 
the next 10 years. The report pointed out that there would be an 
additional need for certain general and special service rooms and other 
equipment. The total cost was estimated at between $9 billion and 
$11.5 billion. The report added that: “If bond issues are used to 
finance most of this construction, as they probably will be in most 
States, from one-fifth to one-fourth must be added to the foregoing 
figures, making the probable total minimum cost $11 billion to about 
$13,500 million.” * 

In 1950 the Citizens Federal Committee on Education arrived at 
a higher estimate of the need. Following is a brief summary of the 
estimates of need set forth in a report of the committee dated Novem- 
ber 1950:4 


Classrooms Estimated cost 
eeded 


For grade 11-12 
For replacements 
For kindergartens, grades 13 and 14, and reorganization of school districts_ 


In the New York Times of February 8, 1953, Mr. Benjamin Fine 
reported conclusions based on data obtained from a survey by the 
Times of the condition of the Nation’s public schools. He summarized 


the conclusions from the study with respect to the school building 
shortage as follows: ° 


Throughout the United States, the study indicates, school systems are suffering 
from a shortage of adequate buildings. Many structures are outmoded, unsafe, 
or unfit. But great population growth has forced many communities to use any 
sort of building available. 

Aggravating the situation is the fact that many communities simply do not have 
the money with which to construct the buildings they need. Some have reached 
their tax limitation and so cannot issue further bonds at this time. Others have 
been unable to get their voters to approve funds for extended building programs. 

Inflationary costs, and in some instances inability to obtain necessary equipment 
and supplies, coupled with a labor shortage, have added to the woes of school 
systems. 

Even where States have spent huge sums on buildings the shortage remains 
acute. In the last 4 years North Carolina has spent $181 million for school 
buildings. Some 6,500 new classrooms and hundreds of auditoriums, gymnasiums, 
libraries, and other facilities have been constructed. In spite of this effort, the 
State needs 7,400 new classrooms by next September. 

Last year 43,000 North Carolina pupils went to school in hallways, basements, 
auditoriums, and other makeshift quarters. Ten thousand were in churches, 
lodge halls, and rented quarters; another 11,000 were in barracks and 9,000 were 
on split shifts. 


? Estimates by States of Public Elementary and Secondary School Plant Needs, U.S. Office of Education, 
Washington, D. C., 1949. 

3 The Forty-Eight State Schoo] Systems, Council of State Governments, Chicago, Ill., 1949, pp. 94-95. 

4 Citizens Federal Committee on Education, Citizens Look at Our Schoolhouses, U. 8. Office of Educa- 
tion, Washington, D. C., 1951. 

5 New York Times, February 8, 1953, p. 1. 
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Reports indicate that many States face similar situations. In Minnesota nearly 
100,000 pupils attended school in buildings which should be abandoned—in school- 
owned barracks and similar structures not designed for school use 

Nationwide there is a shortage of 325,000 classrooms and auxiliary facilities. 
Increased enrollments and obsolescence of scheolhouses will accumulate a shortage 
of 275,000 classrooms by 1960. Studies made by the United States Office of 
Education show that 600,000 new classrooms and other educational facilities are 
needed. 

In October 1953 the Architectural Forum published an extended 
calculation of the need for school construction. The calculation 
included an estimate of 345,000 new classrooms currently needed, and 
425,000 additional classrooms needed by 1960—making a total need 
of 770,000 classrooms by that date. On the basis of an estimated 
average cost of $44,000, including land, the Forum calculated that the 
total cost of the needed schoolhouses would be about $34 billion.® 

The report on Emergency Federal Aid for School Construction, 
submitted by Senator John Sherman Cooper, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare on July 9, 1954, contains the following 
statement concerning the need for school construction. 

Based on a survey recently completed by the United States Office of Ec ucation 
pursuant to Public Law 815, 8ist Congress, a shortage of approximately 312,000 
elementary and secondary school instructional rooms was indicated as of 1952. 
The present shortage has been estimated at 340,000. Assuming continuation of 
the present rate of school construction and school obsolescence, an additional 
deficit by 1960 of over 400,000 classrooms has been estimated. 

Evidence presented to the committee indicates that merely to meet the present 
need for schoolrooms, and without regard to the facilities needed to meet the 
tremendous expansion in enrollment expected to occur in future years, an expend- 
iture of between $10 billion and $12 billion would be required. The committee 
wishes to emphasize that this estimated expenditure would merely overcome 
existing needs. The States and localities are estimated to have available for 
this purpose under existing legislation about $6 billion, leaving a deficit of 
between $4 billion and $6 billion. 


Extensive additional data concerning the need for school construc- 
tion throughout the Nation is contained in the records of the hearings 
on this subject conducted by the Senate Subcommittee on Education 
in May and June 1954 and by a special subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor in October 1954. 


* Architectural Forum, October 1953, p, 17. 
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CHAPTER VY. POPULATION AND SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 
TRENDS 


CONTENTS 


A. Population changes: 
Growth since 1930. 

2. Forecasts of population growth. 

3. Changes in age composition of population. 

4. Regional variations in population growth. 
B. School enrollment trends: 

1. Past and present enrollments. 

2. Future enrollments. 

A number of studies concerning trends in population and school 
enrollment have been made within the last several years by the United 
States Bureau of the Census and by other agencies, public and private. 
These studies have yielded data of significance in relation to the 
question of Federal aid for the provision of school facilities. The 
following information derived from such sources is offered for con- 
sideration in connection with pending or contemplated legislative 
proposals for Federal participation in financing the construction of 
‘schools. 

A. PopuLatTion CHANGES 


1. GROWTH SINCE 1930 


Many of the Nation’s current school-construction needs are said to 
have originated during the depression of the 1930’s. For this reason 
the consideration of population —— in this report will — with 


the year 1930—although undoubtedly needs for more and better 
school facilities have existed in some parts of the country throughout 
its history. 

It has been pointed out that the Federal Government gave assist- 
ance to many communities throughout the Nation for the construction 
of schools during the period of the great depression. Nevertheless, 
because of the general scarcity of funds during that time the rate of 
provision of school facilities lagged far behind the population growth. 
The net rate of growth during the decade 1930-40 was, however, 
much slower than it had been earlier in the century.' 

Between 1940 and 1950 the population of the United States increased 
over 19 million persons. This rate of increase far exceeded the ex- 
pectations of persons who had been studying population trends. The 
rate of increase during the 1940-50 decade was about double that of 
the 1930 decade. By 1950 the population had almost reached the 
figure which 10 years earlier ral been predicted for 1980—a whole 
generation later. 

The 1950 census found the population of the United States to be 
150,697,361 as of April 1, excluding Armed Forces overseas, or about 
151,132,000 including the overseas Armed Forces. 


1 Atkinson, L. J., Pepulation Growth and Markets, Survey of Current Business, April 1953, p. 19. 
45 
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While the population of this country increased over 100 percent 
between 1900 and 1950, the increase for the world as a whole was only 
about 55 perceni during that period.? Since 1950 the population of 
the United States has been increasing even more rapidly than during 
the 1940-50 decade. 

The sharp rise in birthrate during the war was followed by an even 
sharper rise after demobilization. The rate of increase has been in 
sharp contrast to predictions published in the 1930’s that the Nation’s 
growth had reached its peak and would probably decline in the years 
ahead.’ 

On August 10, 1953, the population of the United States reached 
the 160 million mark, according to a widely publicized estimate of the 
Bureau of the Census. The current rate of change is indicated by 
these data: 1 birth every 8 seconds; 1 death every 21 seconds; ] immi- 
grant every 2 minutes; | emigrant every 17 minutes—net gain, 1 per- 
son every 12 seconds.‘ Since 1947 the population has been growing 
at a rate of over 2,500,000 a year.° 

During 1953 the population increase was about 2.7 million. In that 
year the number of births reached nearly 4 million—the greatest 
number to occur in any year to date.® 

According to estimates made in the Bureau of the Census, on 
November 1, 1954, the population of the United States, including the 
Armed Forces overseas, numbered 163,465,000. This figure represents 
an increase of 12,333,000 since April 1, 1950, the date of the last 
census, and an increase of 2,811,000 over the estimate for November 1. 
1953.7 

2. FORECASTS OF POPULATION GROWTH 


A study made in 1951, based upon 1950 census data, forecast a 
population in the United States of nearly 179 million people by 1960. 
This would represent an increase of about 28.2 million over the number 
in 1950. Such an increase would be nearly equivalent to the addition 
of one city having as many people as Philadelphia and another city 
having as many people as Washington, D. C.* 

Later predictions vary somewhat. According to a Census Bureau 
report published in August 1953, at the present rate of increase the 
population of the United States will have grown to about 177.4 million 
by 1960. By 1975 it will be about 221 million.’ It is not expected 
that these figures will be reached, however, if the Nation should suffer 
a disastrous war, major economic depression, widespread epidemic or 
other catastrophe in the meantime. ; 

A study completed in November 1953 by the Econometric Institute, 
Inc. (a business advisory agency), forecast a population of 177,200,000 
by June 30, 1963. This would represent an increase of 17,400,000 
within the next decade." 

2 New York Times Magazine, August 23, 1953, p. 21. 
ae George, Huge Population Gain Vital Economic Factor, Christian Science Monitor, July 22, 
‘ Helfer, Harold, The Big Scoreboard, enemas magazine, November 1953, p. 29. 
’ New York Times, August 9, 1953, p 
®U. 8S. Bureau of the Census, Sawer Population Reports, Population Estimates, series P. 25, No. 90, 
March 7, 1954. 
7 [bid., No. 107, December 10, 1954. 
§ 179 million Amerieans-by. 1960,<U. S..News-& World Report, July,20, 1961, p. 38. 
Pi U. oe = of the Consen, Current Population Reports, Popu ation stimates, series’ P-25, No. 78, 
ugus 


10 Runner, Harvey E., Population Trends and Their Effect on Business, New York Herald Tribune, 
November 8, 1953, p. 9. 
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8. CHANGES IN AGE COMPOSITION OF POPULATION 


Many changes in the age composition of the population of the United 
States have occurred within recent years. Greater changes have been 
predicted for the near future. If these occur they will markedly 
effect the Nation’s school-construction problems. 

The most striking change in the age composition of the population 
between 1940 and 1950 was the great increase in the number of 
children under 10 years of age." 

A forecast published by the U. 5. News and World Report in 1951 
stated that the largest population gains in years just ahead would be 
in the lower school group, namely 5 to 14 years of age, and in the 
old-age group, comprising those past 65." Later studies have sup- 
ported the prediction of great increases within the young and the old- 
age groups. 

A 1953 study by the Econometric Institute, Inc., forecast that the 
greatest increase in population within the next decade will be in the 
14 to 17 age group. An increase to 12,700,000 within this group is 
predicted by 1963—a gain of nearly 50 percent over the number 
(8,600,000) in 1953. In general, this study forecasts great increases 
within the young and the old-age groups but only slight increases in 
the «age groups between 18 and 64 years.” 

eport of the Bureau of the Census dated August 21, 1953, gives 
ae fol owing estimates of population in the specified age groups on 
the assumption of present rate of growth to 1975: ™ 


1950 1960 | 1975 


Under 5 years 16, 312, 000 17, 298, 000 24, 452, 000 
ip NE tir. a nnendatinlonmepenboduiunann~penuhinmertan ise 000 18, 762, 000 22, 155, 000 
10 to 14 years 17, 183, 000 19, 688, 000 
15 to 19 years “e ; 680, 000 13, 383, 000 18, 747, 000 


4. REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN POPULATION GROWTH 


Different rates of natural increase and of net gain or loss through 
migration cause the populations in different States and regions of the 
United States to grow at varying rates. It may be expected that 
these variations in population growth will affect the relative needs for 
school construction in different States and regions. 

In spite of widespread interest in State and regional variations in 
population increase within recent years, the United States Bureau of 
the Census only very lately began the periodical publication of projec- 
tions for the major geographic subdivision of the United States. 
Preparation for publication of such projections have involved much 
difficulty in developing a method of high reliability. 

In April 1951 the United States Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
published projections of the regional distribution of the population of 
the United States to 1975. This study was a cooperative under- 
taking by representatives of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and 


il oa tan Current Business, April 1953, p. 21. 


2 U. 8, News and World marr July 20, 1951, p. 30. 
13 ae Harvey E., op. ¢ 
4 United States Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Population Estimates, series p. 25, 
Ne. 78, August 21, 1953. 
15 Hagood, M.J., and J. 8. Siegel, Projection of the Regional Distribution of the Population of the United 
States to 1975. Agricultural Economics Research, April 1951, p. 41. 
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of the Bureau of the Census. The projections forecast that three 
regions will have larger percentages of the total population in 1975 
than in 1950, namely the South Atlantic, Mountain, and Pacific 
regions. According to the projections, the New England, Middle 
Atlantic, and West North Central regions will have smaller percentages 
of the total population in 1975 than in 1950. The other regions will 
retain the same percentages. The following table summarizes the 
data set forth respecting trends in the percentage distribution of the 
population of the United States by geographic divisions from 1930 to: 
1950, with projections to 1975. 


Unitea| New | Middle} East | West | South | East | West 


Year — Atlan- | North | North | Atlan- | South | South | Mo22-| pacific 
land tic |Central/Central| tic Central|Central 
Census: 
Me beds co cad 100 6. 65 21. 39 20. 61 10. 83 12. 86 8.05 9. 92 3.02 6. 67 
SR Sedaste 100 6.41 20. 91 20. 22 10. 27 13. 54 8.19 9. 92 3.15 7.39 
Race 100 6.18 20. 01 20. 17 9. 33 14. 06 7. 62 9. 65 3. 37 9. 61 
Projections: 
Tn entedasncllieel 100 6. 02 19. 57 20. 17 8. 98 14. 24 7. 62 9. 65 3. 43 10. 32 
dense ah 100 5. 89 19. 22 20.17 8. 70 14. 38 7. 62 9. 65 3.47 10. 90 
Bens 64s oben 100 5.71 18. 72 20.17 8. 33 14. 54 7. 62 9. 65 3. 53 11. 73 


In January 1952, the Bureau of the Census published projections 
of the population by States for 1955 and 1960. The Bureau stated 
that the estimates were considered reliable enough to serve the needs 
of persons interested in public planning. In this connection, however, 
the Bureau warned that: 

It should be recognized first of all that these projections represent the results 
of the use of a certain method and a certain set of assumptions; they must be 
interpreted, therefore, in the light of this method and these assumptions. Other 
methods and other reasonable assumptions could have been used which would 
have produced somewhat different results. 


The following data were given on percentage distribution of the 


population of the United States by geographic divisions for 1950 and 
projected estimates for 1960: 














Esti- | Projec- 
Division mate, | _ tion, Division 
1950 1960 
United States... ...........- 100.00 | 100.00 || South Atlantic. _................- 
—|| East South Central...........-... 
SET SITE iedicthenneeanatobunna 6.19 5.97 || West South Central.............- 
Middle Atlantic.................-. 20. 12 wv ie | eR errr 
East North Central_---.......--- 20. 23 EE Fh Peikecidevgithniienscavesspenes 
West North Central___..........- 9. 40 8. 76 


It may be seen that the findings concerning trend of population 
change by regions are comparable to the estimates from the previous 
study. According to the later data the South Atlantic, Mountain, and 
Pacific regions register gains in their respective percentages of the 
total pautintiia ar 1960. Other changes may be noted from the 
table. 

16 The sum of the percentages in each distribution shown may not equal 100 because of rounding. Figures 
relate to July 1. The estimates shown for 1950 are based on estimates of State pepelation published in 
Current Population Reports, series P-25, No. 50, adjusted to include members of the Forces residing 


in the area at the time of entry into the Armed Forces and to exclude all other members of the Armed Forces 
stationed in the area on the estimate date. The projected percentages for 1960 relate to a similar population. 








FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 49 


While the percentage of the total population of the country residing 
in a particular region may be less in 1960 than in 1950, the population 
of every State within that region may be much greater in 1960 than 
it was in 1950. The Census Bureau projections indicate the proba- 
bility of large increases in population by 1960 within all regions of 
the United States excepting possibly the West North Central region, 
in which the probability of a large increase appears less than in other 
regions. 

The pmeine table gives projections of the population of regions, 
divisions, and States for 1960, with current figures for 1950. (The 
high and low estimates indicate the range of possible error.) 


Estimate, | Low projec- | High projec- 
Region, division, and State 1950 | tion, 1960 tion, 1960 
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Source: U. 8. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Reports, Population Estimates, series P-25, 
No. 56, Jan. 27, 1952. 


Totals shown moe differ from the sum of parts shown because of rounding. Figures relate to July 1 
and represent the civilian population of each area plus members of the Armed Forces who resided in the 
area at the time of their entry into the Armed Forces. The estimates shown for 1950 are based on the esti- 
mates of State population published in Current Population Reports, series P-25, No. 50, adjusted to rep- 
resent the type of population defined above. 
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A report of the Bureau of the Census dated January 3, 1955, con- 
tains data showing that from April 1950 to June 1954 the greatest 
growth of population in the United States occurred generally in the 
Southwest. The increase in California, Nevada, Arizona, and New 
Mexico ranged from more than double to over 5 times the national 
rate, and the growth in Utah, Colorado, Texas, and Louisiana was 
well above the national rate of 6.3 percent. East of the Mississippi 
the rate of increase was greatest in Florida, at 25.9 percent, and in 
Delaware, at 13.8 percent. The increase was at less than half the 
national rate in the following States: North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Nebraska, lowa, Oklahoma, Mississippi, Alabama, Tennessee, Ken- 
tucky, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and Maine. Three States lost 
population, namely, Arkansas, West Virginia, and New Hampshire." 


B. Scuoot ENROLLMENT TRENDS 


1. PAST AND PRESENT ENROLLMENTS 


In relation to the question of need for Federal aid to school con- 
struction in certain areas, school enrollment trends are perhaps of even 
greater significance than changes in the age composition and regional 
distribution of the whole population, already considered. 

Findings from studies of current enrollment and of enrollment 
trends in the Nation’s elementary and secondary schools have been 
included in publications in 1954 by the United States Bureau of the 
Census, the United States Office of Education, and the research divi- 
sion of the National Education Association. These studies have 
varied in several important respects, but some of the results have been 
comparable. 

It appears incumbent upon this report to present a résumé, including 
significant comparisons, of the principal computations and estimates 
from the several sources. 

In the October 1954 issue of School Life the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare published data on enrollments in elementary 
and secondary schools.” The article pointed out that the increase 
of 1,692,000 pupils in elementary and secondary public and nonpublic 
enrollments in the fall of 1954-55 over the fall of 1953-54 is the largest 
single year increase recorded. It was 50,000 greater than the increase 
for the previous school year. The article stated that: 

The 1,473,000 increase in elementary pupils is 5.6 percent above last fall, and 
the 219,000 increase in secondary pupils is 3.0 percent above last fall. As the 
high birth rates of recent years afect the later high school grades, the increase 
in the number of elementary pupils will tend to lessen and the increase in the 
number of high school pupils to grow. The percentage of increase will become 
more nearly the same. The highest increases in the secondary school enrollments 
may come in 1958-59. 

The grand total enrollment on all levels of about 38 million for the entire school 
vear 1954—55 is 23.4 percent of the estimated total population of 162,187,000 on 
June 1, 1954. Theenrollment last year was 23.1 percent of the total population. 


The Office of Education estimates of enrollments in elementary 
and high schools for 1954—55 as compared with those for 1953-54 are 
as follows: 

18 U.S. Bureau ofthe Census. Current Population Reports, Population Estimates, series P-25, No. 108, 
Jan. 3, 1955. 


18 Foster, Emery M., and Carol J. Hobson, Vital Statistics of American Education: 1954-60, School 
Life, Oct.1954, pp. 6-7, 15. 
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School 1954-55 


Elementary schools (including meaeneneds 
Public or a le a aa 24, 091, 5 22. 801, 400 
Private and parochial Tansictamated Si shiek 3, 506, : 3, 325, 400 
Residential schools for exceptional children _- a ae 65, 65, 000 
Model and practice schools in teacher training institutions e ‘ 3S, : 37, 900 


Federal schools for Indians on 2; 27, 27, 00 


Federal schools under Publie Law 874! 9 7, 800 
Total elementary ‘ 27, 7: 26, 265, 000 


Secondary schools: 

Public. ‘ Wutpebhce 6, 5R2, : i, 388, 000 
Private and parochial ; 7% 751, 200 
Residential schools for exceptional children : 100 
Model and practice schools in teacher training institutions and prepara- 

tory departments of colleges F , 000 
Federal schools for Indians ? ‘ > 1, 800 
Federal schools under Public Law 874 !_- . Q00 


Total secondary -_......--- aed d ’ 7, 4 7, 203, 000 


! Includes only “‘schools operated on post by a Federal agency.” 
? Includes Indians in ‘‘ Vocational training, including Veterans.”’ 


According to these estimates, the 1954-55 enrollment in all ele- 
mentary and secondary sc hools, public and private, in the school 
year 1954-55 will be 35,160,000. The enrollment in public schools 
alone will be 30,673,800. 

In December 1954, the NEA research division issued its regular 
annual estimates of enrollment in public elementary and secondary 
schools for the school year 1944-45.% According to a press release 
by the NEA in this connection, school officials are 
now in their eighth year of attempting to keep abreast of the critical numbers 
game of more and more school children, and not enough personnel or space to 
educate them properly. 

The NEA publication declared that in several respects the outlook 
for the Nation’s schools in 1954-55 “‘is clearly unfavorable.” It 
pointed out that some of the changes— 
such as increasing enrollments, indicate a further piling up of the instructional, 
financial, personnel, and housing problems which have adversely affected schools 
during the past few years. 

The estimate of total enrollment in public elementary and secondary 
schools in 1954-55 was 30,179,357—an increase of about 1,263,000 
over 1953-54. 

The NEA estimates were based upon information supplied by State 
and Territorial departments of education and educational associations. 

In order to show the trend of increases in enrollment within the 
last several years, the NEA publication reviewed the following esti- 
mates made le the NEA annually in October for the years 1949-50 to 
date: 


Elementary | Secondary Total 


18,612,408 | 6, 523, 028 25, 185, 436 
19, 010, 554 3, 783, 956 25, 794, 510 
19, 713, 202 \, GOR, 454 26, 711, 656 
20, 121, oy , 410, 569 27, 532, 435 
21, 029, 3 , 887, 319 28, 916, 703 
21, 923, 770 . 255, 587 30, 179, 357 


le 
arenes! Gan. 
| 18,612,408 
=] 


2 National Educ: ation Association, Advance Estimates of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools for 
the School year 1954-55, November 1954. 
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For comparative purposes, the public school enrollments reported 
by the United States Office of Education, generally after the end of 
the school year, are offered as follows: 


| Blementary | Secondary | 


3 
o 
= 
ro 
— 





19, 404, 693 5, 
19,900,000] 5, 
21,318,000 | 5, 
22,039,000| 6, 
1 6, 
16, 


a 
BES 


SBRREE 
$3 
£22228 


1 22, 801, 400 | 
1 24, 091, 560 | 


agente 
S22222 | 
32 








Figures & for 1953-54 and 1954-55 taken from press release issued Aug. 29, 1954, by the U. 8S. Office of 
ucation 


An estimate made in the fall is likely to be an understatement of 
the total enrollment for the school year. On the other hand, com- 
pilations of enrollment made at the end of the school year include a 
number of duplications brought about by changes of residence. within 
States and across State lines. For these and other reasons enrollments 
estimates by the NEA have often been less than totals reported later 
by the United States Office of Education. 

Principally for the information of Members of Congress interested 
in the enrollnient increases within the States which they represent, 
the following table is offered showing the NEA estimates of growth in 
school enrollments, by States, between the school years 1953-54 and 
1954-55: 7 


2! National Education Association, Advance Estimates of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools for 
the School Year 1954-55, p. 23. 
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1954-55 enrollment 


} 
1953-54 enrollment 


a 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 


Washington 


j : 
| Elementary, Secondary! Total Elementary) Secondary 


mone cece eee ceewee 
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288 
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SEs: 
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392 
745 
40, 634 
73, 000 


83 
So 
= 
= 


S8s53 
SGEEREEE 


~~ 


15, 450 


7, 887, 319 | 28,916,703 | 21,923,770 | 


“1 Estimated by NEA research division. 
2 Includes grades 7 and 8 of junior high schools. 
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448, 970 
158, 000 
271, 000 

' 1, 910, 000 
224, 000 
231, 000 
35, 372 
66, 103 
444, 000 

! 663, 800 
103, 176 
1, 132, 400 
' 569, 400 
411, 000 
285, 225 
404, 534 


460, 000 | 


1134, 40 
289, 037 
472, 000 
879, 000 
368, 045 
451, 000 


575, 000 | 


89, 614 
195, 000 
59, 290 
670, 000 
149, 207 





24, 677 
39, 500 | 
155, 000 | 
' 620. 000 
68, 000 
126. 000 
22, 549 
38, 388 
252. 000 
1 221, 200 
35, 883 
357, 600 
1 210, 600 
130, 000 
92, 822 
115, 968 
115, 000 
' 38, 060 
14, 763 
226, 000 
445, 500 
210, 357 
91, 000 
157, 000 
29, 028 
60, 000 
&, 808 
224, 443 
169, 000 
38, 273 
860, 000 | 
219, 650 | 
127,945 | 
469, 580 
125, 000 | 
78, 611 | 
637, 000 
37, 200 | 
142, 791 | 
31, 000 | 
140, 657 | 
351, 096 | 
72, 033 | 
18, 057 | 
1 180, 000 | 
112, 368 | 
159, 000 | 


Total 


708, 647 
197, 500 
426, 000 


2, 430, 000 


292, 000 
, 000 

, 921 

, 1 

4, OOO 
G00 

39, 059 
, 490, 000 
780, 000 
54, 
378 


000 
047 
, 02 

5, 000 
73. 000 
800 

. 000 

324, 500 
, 302 

542. 000 
32, 000 

, 42 
000 

2, 187 
83, 733 
839, 000 
187, 480 
, 416, 000 
, 018, 067 
121, 500 
, 501, 407 
535, 000 
327, 898 
, 808, 868 
113, 000 
553, 489 
132, 000 
740, 300 
, 664, 829 
191, 832 
70, 557 
720, 000 
484, 799 
457, 000 
561, 000 
1 70, 000 


According to a press release of the Bureau of the Census dated 


December 6, 1954, entitled “School Enrollment Reaches 36 Million,”’ 
about 1.6 million more persons were enrolled in the Nation’s public 
and private schools and colleges in October 1954 than in October 1953. 
In October 1954 elementary school and kindergarten enrollment num- 
bered 25,936,000 and high-school enrollment was 7,733,000. The ele- 
mentary-school group had increased 1,128,000 and the high-school 
group 467,000 within a year. 

A Census Bureau report dated January 20, 1955, states that ele- 
mentary enrollment has increased about 19 percent, kindergarten en- 
rollment about 67 percent, and high-school enrollment about 16 per- 
cent since 1950. The report stated that since 1950 there has been 
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an increase of about 4.5 million children in schools below the ninth 
grade.” 
2. FUTURE ENROLLMENTS 


The following forecast estimates of enrollment in public elementary 
and secondary day schools for the school years 1953—54 through 1959-60 
were made in the United States Office of Education in the School 
Facilities Survey: * 


| Elementary (kindergar-| Secondary (grades 9 
Total enrollment ten through grade 8) through 12) 


8 - 
chool year Increase Increase Increase 


r over T over over 
Number preced- Number preced- Number preced- 
ing year ing year ing year 


25, 112, 000 . : 19, 405, 000 | .. - 
594,000 | 19, 900, 000 
987,000 | 20, 710, 000 

, 425, 000 | 21, 921,000 
, 490, 000 | 23, 187,000 
, 407,900 | 24, 399, 000 
, 245,000 | 25, 415, 000 
, 098,000 | 26, 222, 000 
, 030,000 | 26, 951,000 

5 992,000 | 27, 348,000 

36, 250, 000 870, 000 | 27, 808, 000 

| 


SSRSESS 


- 
- 


22253232223 


DDIM A AMM Er grr 


é 








Projections of school enrollment in the United States from 1953 
to 1965 are contained in a report of the United States Bureau of the 
Census released December 7, 1953." According to these projec- 


tions enrollment in our See ieny and high schools is expected to 


increase by over 1.3 million annually, or about 4 percent each year to. 
1959. In that year the 1953 crop of babies will be entering school 
for the first time. By 1959 the enrollment will number about 3.9 
million children, or about one-third more than in 1952. For the next 
several years, the elementary grades will bear the major burden of 
these increases, although high-school enrollments also will be increas- 
ing at a substantial rate. 

rom the middle of this decade through 1964, it is estimated that 
high-school enrollment will increase at least 3 percent annually. 
The peak growth rate will come early in the 1960’s. During th 
period the large elementary school classes of the present decade wi 
be advancing into high school. 

It is expected that by 1960 our high schools will enroll about 9.4 
million students, and by 1965, 12 million. These estimates may 
be compared with the present enrollment of about 7 million. Roughly 
speaking, for every 3 students now in high school there will be 4 
attending by 1960, and 5 by 1965. 

Enrollment in elementary schools will increase rather rapidly 
within the next several years. It is expected to reach a level of 
about 30 million in 1959—an increase of almost 8 million in 7 years. 
Changes in elementary enrollment after 1959 will be determined largely 
by changes in the cohort of persons yet to be born. The changes in 
enrollment therefore cannot be predicted with confidence. It appears 
however, that changes in elementary enrollment between 1960 and 

22U. 8. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P20, No. 54, January 20, 1955. 
23 U. 8. Denartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Report of the Status Phase of the School Facilities 


Survey, table D, p. 12. 
% U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P25, No. 85, December 7, 1953. 
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1965 will remain near the 1959 level. The exact changes will depend 
upon the birthrate between now and 1960. 

The sharpest recent increase in enrollment in any one grade took 
place at the start of the current school year (1953-54). The first 
grade enrolled about a quarter of a million more children than for 
the previous year, reflecting the increase in births between 1946 
and 1947. As these first-graders progress through the school system, 
there will be sharp increases in enrollment at the higher levels. It 
is expected that in 1960 the eighth-grade enrollment will be 43 per- 
cent higher than at present. By 1964 there will probably be 65 per- 
cent more pupils in the fourth year of high school than at present. 

The following table gives projections of elementary school en- 
rollments, by grades, October 1, 1955, 1960, and 1965. The dif- 
ferent series projections for 1960 and 1965 correspond to notations 
in population reports of the Bureau of the Census and indicate high, 
medium, and low estimates: 


| i 
Oct. il ofeach year; Total Grade 1 | Grade 2) Grade 3) Grade 4 | Grade 5 | | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 


1955......_.- _._..|25, 699, 000! 4, 807, 000 3, $52, 000/3, 632, 000 3, 047, 000 2, 767, 00/2, 741, 000 2, 521, 000 2, 332, 000 


| 


SERIES A AND B 


| 
548, 000 5, 148, , 144, . 060, , 830, 3, 554, , 502, OC 00013, 260, 00/3, 050, 000 
868, 000 5, 149, , 112, , 098, , 964, 3, 770, 3, 771, 000)3, 554, 000 3, 450, 000 
|30, 489, 000'5, 098, 000 4, 140, , 060, 000'3, 830, 554, , 502, 000!3, 260, 000)3, 050, 000 
30, 885, 000! 4, 787, 000) , 000) 3, /3, , , 743, 000/3, 551, 0003, 450, 000 


'30, 379, 000 4, 997, 000! 4, 
|29, 157, 00/4, 150, 000, 








The following table gives projections of high-school enrollments, by 
grades, October 1, 1955, 1960, and 1965: 


Oct. 1 of each year | Total | Grade1 | Grade2 | Grade3 Grade 4 





2, 222,000 | 2,042,000 | 1,718,000 1, 612, 000 

2, 733, 000 2, 503,000 | 2, 157, 000 2, 029, 000 

3, 454, 000 | 3, 218,000 | 2, 789, 000 2, 684, 000 
| 


7, 594, 000 
9, 422, 000 
| 12) 145, 000 | 


Following are projections of the total enrollment in elementary and 
high schools for October 1, 1955, 1960, and 1965.” (An explanation of 
the significance of the different series projections has been given 
above.) 


33, 293, 000 


39, 970, 000 
44, 013, 000 


39, 911, 000 
43, 031, 000 


39, 801, 000 
41, 302, 000 


2 Adapted from Census Bureau tabulations in op. cit. 
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In observing that the Census Bureau estimates of enrollment in 
1955 and 1960 are higher than those of the Office of Education, it 
should be borne in mind that the former are for all elementary and 
secondary schools while the latter are for elementary and secondary 
public schools only. In either case the enrollment increases will be 
very great each year if the predictions come to pass. 

The following projections of elementary and secondary school en- 
rollment, public and nonpublic, and annual increase, 1953-54 to 
1959-60, were published by the United States Office of Education 
in October 1954.” 


Total enrollment 


Se 7 eg | 
School year | Increase over 


| Total num- | ; 
». | preceding 
ber of pupils year 


1953-54 F iain ‘ ec illite oa Silas 33, 468, 000 |.....--- jie 
1954-55... scaled adhe sie Se ae Se oe onde 35, 160, 000 | , 692, 000 
1955-56... _. So ett ss ik SUM lebih dla aalents 36, 718, 000 | , 558, 000 
1956-57 - - . a sonata tactical had a cell 38, 237, 000 | , 519, 000 
1957-58 z cada mal awe osest 39, 756, 000 | , 519, OO 
1958-59 _ _ J itd dbaadeddhiatihs cebtdbsuds dpabbictudin dew ssbeondbe Se 41, 330, 000 | , 574, 000 
1959-60 _ _ - aos = met dette aie 42, 818, 000 | , 488, 000 

Totai increase, 1953-54 to 1959-60____ ‘ ded son cl 9, 350, 000 

Awevagp quae) tmerenees. 250 5 esi Jess eee sec. lee. ‘ 1, 558, 000 


The data here presented from the several studies appear to support 
an expectation of great nationwide demand for additional school 


facilities in the years ahead. As to whether the Federal Government 
should participate in meeting the demand, and if so how and to what 
extent, is a matter for congressional determination. 


% Emery M. Foster and Carol Joy Hobson, Vital Statistics of American Education, 1954-60, School Life, 
October 1954, p. 7. 





CHAPTER VI—LOCAL AND STATE FINANCING OF SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION 


CONTENTS 


A. Local finance tradition and problems: 
1. Utilization of general property tax. 
2. Variations in local fiscal ability. 
3. Bonding limitations. 
4. Extending the tax base. 
B. State support tor capital outlay: 
1. Evolution of State aid for school construction. 
2. Current programs of State aid. 
3. School building authorities. 
Some study of local and State financing of school construction seems 
necessary to an intelligent consideration of proposals for Federal aid 
for this purpose. 


Local financing of school construction is traditional in the United 
States. Within relatively recent years, however, over half of the State 
governments have developed programs providing some State financial 
aid to local school districts for the provision of school facilities. It is 
the purpose of this chapter to consider local and State activities and 
relationships in this field. 


A. Loca Finance TRADITION AND PROBLEMS 


From the colonial period well into the 19th century, what was then 
called free public education in America was financed by various, un- 
systematic or indirect methods such as charitable grants ard bequests, 
taxes on the sale of liquor, small tuitional charges and land grants. 
However the growth of population and increasing demands for public 
education during the 19th century resulted in nationwide establish- 
ment of direct local taxation to support public schools. Early State 
legislation authorizing communities to tax themselves for this purpose 
evolved into State legislation a such local taxation mandatory. 

As the widespread inadequacy of local financing has become appar- 
ent through the years, most of the States have assumed part of the 
responsibility for financing public education from State sources of 
revenue. Generally, however, the State aid has been granted for the 
operation rather than for the construction of schools. The tradition 
of local financing of school construction has outlived the tradition of 
local financing of public education in general. This has, no doubt, 
been due in part to the fact that the construction of school buildin 
has been generally financed through the issuance of local bonds. It 
has been necessary to work out programs of State aid for the construc- 
tion of schools on a basis different from those utilized for State aid 
for the operation of schools. 
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1. UTILIZATION OF GENERAL PROPERTY TAX 


When the United States was a predominantly agricultural country 
with its wealth concentrated in land, local taxation for schools and 
other purposes naturally was placed upon real property. However, 
the continued utilization of this form of taxation as the principal 
source of revenue for school purposes has led to serious problems. 
While the wealth of the Nation has changed from tangible to in- 
tangible values—from ‘“‘real’’ property to ‘‘paper’’ property such as 
stocks, bonds, and salary checks—the numbers of children to be 
provided school facilities and the costs of furnishing these facilities 
have multiplied manifold. It is difficult for localities to tap their 
intangible wealth as a source of revenue to finance school construction. 


2. VARIATIONS IN LOCAL FISCAL ABILITY 


Factors such as the location of railroads, oil wells, giant office build- 
ings, slums, and wastelands cause variations of several hundred to 
one in the ability of school districts to construct buildings from taxes 
on real property.’ Yet in most localities nearly all funds for school 
construction come from general property taxes. 

Many studies have drawn attention to the great variations in local 
ability to finance education in general. Because of the widespread 
lack of considerable amounts of State aid for construction, these vari- 
ations are even more significant with respect to the provision of school 
facilities than they are with respect to financing the operation of 
schools. 

One of the conclusions drawn from a study of the systems of educa- 
tion in the various States, carried out several years ago by the Council 
of State Governments, was that: “Even when school districts are 
properly organized there is no direct relationship between the amount 
needed to construct school buildings and the ability to finance the cost 
of construction out of local resources. The least wealthy communities 
are always handicapped to a greater or lesser extent in their efforts to 
provide satisfactory school-plant facilities unless substantial funds are 
provided from State sources, and they may be hopelessly handicapped 
when bonding and taxing limits are low.”’ ? 


8. BONDING LIMITATIONS 


In most States the problem of financing school construction is 
markedly affected by constitutional or statutory limitations on the 
issuance of bonds. The restrictions apply to the amount of bonded 
debt which a school district may impose upon itself, or to the tax 
rate which it may levy for bond interest and retirement, or to the 
approval of construction proposals by the electors of the district. 
The primary purpose of such limitations has been to prevent districts 
from incurring excessive indebtedness. 

Within the last several years several States have changed their 
laws to permit partial financing of school construction on a pay-as- 
you-go basis. 

1 , Gordon C., An Introduction to Education in Modern America. New York, Henry Holt & Co., 


1953, pp. 214-216. 
? The 48 State School Systems. The Council of State Governments, Chicago, IIl., 1949, p. 92. 
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4. EXTENDING THE TAX BASE 


In a few States local boards of education have received legislative 
authorization to levy other local taxes in addition to the general 
property taxes for school support. Such additional authorizations 
have included per capita taxes and levies on sales, incomes, admissions, 
and other business transactions. However, most such taxes have 
proved practicable only in large cities. In rural areas they have not 
yielded sufficient revenue to meet the needs of school finance. Wher- 
ever used, the proceeds generally have been applied to operating 
expenses rather than construction of the schools. 

In localities where such taxes are practicable they might be applied 
to the repayment of bonds and thus help toward school- building 
construction under constitutional or statutory bonding limitations. 
However, this would draw from funds available to meet operatir 
costs. It appears that more substatial sources of funds are ain 
in all States to ease the need for school housing. Many States have 
extended the tax base by providing additional funds from State 
revenue sources. 

Reorganization of school districts may result in broadening the 
tax base by reducing the number of school districts unable to finance 
needed construction; however such reorganization may leave manv 
inequalities.® 


B. State Support ror Capirat OuTLay 


State programs of financial support for school construction have 


developed slowly in the United States. This undoubtedly has been 
due largely to the fact that school construction has been and is still 
widely regarded as mainly a matter of local concern. Following is 
a brief account of the development of State support for capital out- 
lay, current programs of State aid to localities for school construction, 
and related considerations. 


1. EVOLUTION OF STATE AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ‘ 


Throughout the 19th century, State aid to local communities 
specifically for school housing was practically nonexistent. However, 
some State funds which were made available to school districts for 
— educational purposes may have been used in part for capital 
outlay. 

Greater State concern for the provision of school facilities began 
with the turn of the century. In 1901 Alabama began providin 
aid for school construction in rural areas. In 1903 Dela aware start 
giving aid from State funds for the construction of schools in Negro 
districts. State loans for school buildings were initiated by North 
Carolina in 1903 and by Virginia in 1906. By 1910 at least 13 State 
departments of education were exercising some control over school 
construction.° 

3 U.S. Office of Education, Report of the Status Phase of the School Facilities Survey, November 1953 
typescript, p. 26. 
‘ Principal source: U.S. Office of Education, State Provisions for Financing Public School Capital Out- 


lay Programs, Bull. 1951, ‘No. 6. 
5 Burke, Arnold J. Development of State Responsibility for School and College Buildings, The American 


School and University, 1946, p. 44. 


57976—_55——5 
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By 1921 the desire to stimulate consolidation of school districts 
had caused about a dozen States to make some provisions for financing 
capital outlay required by district reorganization. Usually, however, 
the State financial contribution was small. In 1925 New York 
became outstanding in this field by starting to provide one-fourth of 
the approved cost of construction in central districts. 

Delaware was the first State to assume large responsibility for school 
housing. Action in that State was stimulated by P. S. DuPont, who 
financed an organization granting up to half the cost of school con- 
struction. Between 1927 and 1933 the Delaware Legislature appro- 
priated $10 million for capital outlay for schools. In general, however, 
capital outlay for schools from State funds was still meager in 1940, 
and was not based upon the principle of equalization of facilities.® 
Of the 12 States which in 1940 were providing some such outlay from 
State funds, only Alabama, Delaware, New York, and Ohio had 
developed programs related to equalization principles. 

Between 1945 and 1950 there was an accelerated growth of State 
provisions for financing school construction in part from State funds. 
Alabama and Ohio extended their programs in this field. Florida, 
Maryland, Mississippi, Tennessee, and California made varying pro- 
visions for State aid to school construction. Concerning the increas- 
ing assumption by State governments of a share of the responsibility 
for the provision of schoo) facilities, a publication of the United States 
Office of Education stated in 1951 that: 

Developments since 1945 indicate some genuine recognition of need in this 
area and a growing awareness of the fact that the State has responsibility for 
participation in the financing of school housing in many areas of the State. ith 
this development comes a challenge to avoid emergency arrangements, too great 


reliance upon matching plans, and unsound administrative procedures, _ With it 
comes the opportunity to formulate long-range plans based upon sound principles.’ 


2. CURRENT PROGRAMS OF STATE AID 


In 1949 the Council of State Governments reported that: 

* * * there are still 29 States in which all or practically all financial support 
for school-plant construction must come from local sources and chiefly, if not 
entirely, from the property tax. The other 19 States provide some State funds. 
which may be used for school-plant construction. 

Some States still have laws providing that no part of any State-aid fund may be 
used for school buildings. Yet the facts show clearly that the idea that. local 
school systems can satisfactorily provide and maintain their own buildings if the 
State helps with other phases of the program is no longer tenable.® 


Investigation by the writer of this report has led to the conclusion 
that the most recent comprehensive survey of State provisions for 
financing public-school capital outlay programs was that carried out 
asa cooperative study by the United States Office of Education and 
the University of California under the sponsorship of the National 
Council of Chief State School Officers. The report was published 
by the United States Office of Education in 1951. The bulletin ® 
gave extensive information on the programs of State assistance for 
school construction in 19 States and pointed out that 7 other States 
had very recently enacted such programs or had from time to time 


* Weller, Gerald D., State Equalization of Capital Outlays for Public School Buildings, 1941, p. 5. 

7U. 8. Office of Education, State Provisions for Financing Public School Capital Outlay 
Bulletin 1951, No. 6, p. 29. 

8 The 48 State School System, The Council of State Governments, Chicago, Ill., 1949. p. 92. 

* U. 8. Office of Education, Bulletin 1951, No. 6. 
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rovided some limited assistance for capital outlay for schools. 

ollowing is a digest of the very detailed a ysis of the State programs 
for financing capital outlay established by Alabama, Arkansas, 
California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Mississippi, Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and West Virginia." 
Digest of the study of 19 State programs 

Provisions for financing and administering the State programs vary 
widely. Continuing State-aid programs are provided by 13 States; 
11 States have established fitnds or varying but definite periods of 
years or until the expenditure of a certain appropriation. Some of 
the programs established only for a definite period have nevertheless 
placed upon the State a continuing obligation. 

Appropriations are (1) for a fixed amount, (2) are annual or biennial, 
or (3) place upon the State the obligation of meeting its share of the 
costs for whatever number of units of need exist. The last-named 
type of appropriation constitutes a clear recognition of the States’ 
continuing responsibility to participate in the meeting of capital 
outlay needs. 

The funds provided are of three kinds—grants, loans and “au- 
thority” funds. The grants constitute a recognition of State re- 
sponsibility. The loans represent one of the earliest types of State 
provisions in this field. Some of the more recent loan programs 
introduce an equalization concept, as does the “authority” plan, which 
otherwise would amount to little more than an authorization for 
districts to exceed the maximum bonding limits. 

In most of the 19 States under consideration the State contribution 
to capital outlay is small in relation to the contributions by the school 
districts and in relation to need for capital outlay over a period of 
years. In this connection it is noteworthy that these 19 States were 
the leaders in assuming this type of obligation. 

State funds for the capital outlay programs of the several States 
are provided from the following sources—(1) current revenues, either 
from the general fund or from earmarked taxes; and/or (2) State bond 
issues either authorized by the legislature, approved by the voters, or 
issued by an “authority” which erects buildings for the respective 
districts. 

The development of State capital outlay programs for schools has 
raised questions concerning the agency which should be responsible 
for the program at the State lh In some cases the State board, 
department or commissioner of education administers the program or 
recommends or approves the need. In other States some other regu- 
lar agency or specifically created authority administers the program, 
or recommends or approves the statement of needs. 

For participation in the program, 14 of the 19 States require that 
the district make a prescribed financial effort. Some of the States 
have other requirements of the districts, such as making a survey, 
adoption of a local school-plant program or filing an application 
showing need. There are various prescribed procedures for obtaining 
aid including submission of written application, submission of progress 
reports, et cetera. 

10 In addition to these 19 States, 3 others (Minnesota, Oklahoma and Rhode Island) have from time to 


time provided some limited State assistance in the financing of capital outlay for schools. In 1951 Georgia, 
Indiana, South Carolina, and Utah enacted new programs of State assistance for schoolhouse construction. 
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Most of the States determine the need of districts for buildings and 
for State assistance through information contained in the application 
or the approved survey. In a few States building need is determined 
in terms of number of pupils or classroom units. 

Local effort required varies from no effort to a very great local tax 
effort and local bonding up to the statutory or constitutional maxi- 
mum. The flat grant type of program involves no requirement of 
local effort. In those States which require that the district make a 
minimum tax effort the bases employed for determining the local effort 
are (1) unequalized assessed valuation of property, (2) equalized 
assessed valuation, or (3) an index of taxpaying ability. Having 
established the base, the States vary in their procedures regarding the 
minimum tax effort required. In some cases the district must make 
a tax levy sufficient to provide its share of the cost. In other in- 
stances a uniform levy is fixed to determine the amount or proportion 
the local district must provide. 

In a number of States the formula for allotting State funds for 
capital outlay involves both a matching and an equalizing principle. 
The combination of factors emphasizes the feature that the district 
should make some contribution and that in all instances the State 
should also make some contribution. The program is similar to that 
for State assistance for current expense whereby the State makes some 
ae to all districts and equalizes up to a defined foundation 
evel, 

The various uses of State funds for capital outlay permitted by the 
States include—(1) any bona fide capital outlay use, (2) capital out- 
lay in permanent centers, (3) retirement of old debt, (4) retirement of 
new debt, and (5) payment of rental. 

The State payments are made by direct apportionment, by requisi- 
tion on application or by payment of bills by the State. In most of 
the 19 States there is no repayment requirement; in others repayment 
over a period of years, sometimes including interest, is required. Two 
States have other requirements concerning repayment. 

In the great majority of the States, including most of those in 
which the State help the districts meet capital outlay needs, the 
major responsibility for capital outlay remains with the local district. 


Recent developments 


Since publication of the study summarized above, there have been 
some changes in the State patterns of financial aid for local school 
plant construction. Florida has adopted a constitutional amendment 
earmarking certain funds for a State foundation program of school 
building aid, enabling school districts (counties) to borrow on the 
basis of assured income. Another State, Kentucky, has enacted a 
law setting up a $400-per-classroom allotment for building aid as a 
part of a foundation program. 

On the other hand, some single-shot and special allotment State-aid 
programs depending on legislative appropriations have not been 
continually financed. According to information received in the United 
States Office of Education the Arkansas, Virginia, and Maryland aid 
programs are now partially or totally inoperative because of shortages 
of funds. In Alabama a part of a special appropriation previously 
used for school construction has been used instead to meet school 
operation costs, Some other special aid programs have been refi- 
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nanced by methods such as the voting of an additional bond issue in 
North Carolina, Occurrences such as these may materially affect 
long-range plans for school construction, 


3. SCHOOL BUILDING AUTHORITIES 


A very recent development in State-local relationships has been the 
creation in some States of public school building authorities. These 
authorities make possible the construction of schoolhouses in some 
local school districts which because of low fiscal capacity or legal 
limitations of bonding power would be unable to finance the construc- 
tion of needed Eset buildiies without assistance," 

One of the first States to legalize such an agency was Pennsylvania. 
In 1947 the general assembly of that State created a State Public 
School Building Authority. The legislation defined the authority as 
“a body corporate and politic, constituting a public Soper and 
government instrumentality”. Its purpose was set forth in the law 
as being that of “‘constructing, improving, maintaining and operating 
public school buildings and furnishing and equipping the same for use 
as public schools, as a part of the public-school system of the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania under the jurisdiction of the department of 
public instruction.”’ 

The legislature gave the authority power to borrew money, issue 
bonds, enter into contracts, acquire sites, and construct or improve 
schoolhouses—and to rent these buildings to local school districts. 
The law authorized any school district with the approval of the gov- 
ernor, to lease such buildings from the authority for a period of not 
more than 30 years. The legislation provided that the amount 
of rental shall be such that the authority will recover, over the 30- 
year period, its entire expenditure. An important feature of the 
legislation is that debts incurred by the authority cannot become debts 
of the State or its school districts, but may be secured by rentals and 
receipts of the authority. 

As might have been expected, the constitutionality of this act was 
questioned from the start. In 1949 the State supreme court ruled the 
act constitutional. The adjudication of the court dealt with the 
quensinn of whether the act was a “subterfuge to permit the school 

istrict to acquire a capital asset, the cost of which exceeds its 2 
percent constitutional debt limitation,’’ and related questions. 

The favorable interpretation of the law by the court may have 
encouraged similar legislation in other States, several of which have 
since created school-building authorities. Legislation establishing 
similar authorities has been declared constitutional in Georgia, Indiana 
and Kentucky. However serious criticism directed at legislation of 
this kind has made questionable its final evaluation by the Supreme 
Court of the United States or by the public. 

An editorial in the Philadelphia Sunday Bulletin of May 24, 1953, 
expressed concern over the rapid growth of authorities.” It stated 
that an “authority” is primarily a device for evading constitutional 
debt limits and that it exercises an important governmental function 
largely beyond the control of the public. 


nee Lee O., The Question of State School-Building Authorities, The Nation’s Schools, August 1953. 
‘2? Our Super-Government by Authorities, Philadelphia Sunday Bulletin, May 24, 1953. 
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In a dissenting opinion on a recent Indiana Supreme Court decision, 
Judge Gilkinson of the court declared that one aspect of the law is 
“notice given by the legislature that the sole purpose of the law is to 
evade the [State] constitution.” A Wisconsin court recently made 
a decision adverse to a school authority in that State.” 

One writer has pointed out that it remains to be seen whether the 
creation of school-building authorities is the final answer to the ques- 
tion of how State assistance should be given to local school districts 
to enable them to obtain needed school construction.“ It is clear 
that the creation of such authorities is not the answer for districts 
whose assets are too meager to enable them to meet the terms for 
the required lease of school buildings. 

School building authority bonds are not State or school district 
obligations, and generally sell at higher rates of interest than do 
municipal bonds. School district rentals are used to retire the 
authority bonds, and in Pennsylvania and Georgia, if the rentals are 
oe ert by the district, they constitute a first claim on district 
unds. 

Generally the building authority pattern has several characteristics 
which might be considered weaknesses. Two of these characteristics 
are: (1) the local people are not responsible for planning and con- 
struction and consequently are likely to take less pride in their school 
buildings; and (2) the building authority pattern may establish 
rental costs in excess of a district’s ability to finance (in case of State 
failure to provide special rent assistance), and the claim may be thus 
taken from teachers’ salary funds. 

The State of South Carolina has established a building commission 
which in several respects differs from the authorities established 
in some other States. The commission operates about as follows: 

The State guarantees a building aid program of $20 per pupil 
enrolled (more than 35 days a year) for a school district. To obtain 
the’ funds necessary the law provides a 3-percent retail sales tax. 
Since the construction needs of a district may be greater than can be 
financed from any one year’s return under the plan, the building com- 
mission will advance money to the district to be repaid (principal and 
interest) from the State per-pupil allotment to the district. Such 
assistance is given only after the district has established a long-range 
program with priorities designated, and has had the program approved 
by the State Department of Education. This pattern of State aid 
has the advantages that: (1) the local people retain ownership of the 
buildings erected under building commission limitations; and (2) 
definite provisions have been made for financing the program without 
obligating local tax income. 

Study of the entire matter of State aid to local school districts for 
capital outlay leads to a consideration of the relative economic and 
fiscal capacity of the States to finance public education in general. 
The following chapter will deal with this consideration, which leads 
in turn to certain aspects of the question of whether the Federal 
Government should provide aid for the support of public education 
in the form of contributions to school construction—which is the 
ultimate concern of this report. 

13 State ex rel Rogers v. Milligan; cited as 66 N. W. 2d 326 in the National Reporter System 


“4 Garber, Lee O., Predicts Public Reaction to School Building Authorities, The Nation’s Schools, 
September 1953, p. 84. 
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Discussion of problems and methods of local and State financing of 
school construction in the preceding chapter has led to another con- 
sideration. It is whether without assuming unreasonable financial 
burdens all the States and localities are able adequately to support 
public elementary and secondary education, including outlay for 
school construction, without Federal aid. 

Any answer to this question would inevitably be largely a matter 
of opinion. An answer is therefore not within the province of this 
report. However, it appears incumbent upon this report to set forth 
important relevant data and considerations dealing with State and 
local eensy and effort to support elementary and secondary education 
in general. 

robably these observations should be made at this point: (1) 
Proof that all the States are able to finance all aspects of elementary 
and secondary education would not refute all the arguments that have 
been advanced in favor of Federal assumption of a larger share of the 
cost of this governmental service. (2) Conversely, proof that all or 
some of the States are unable adequately to finance all provisions for 
public elementary and secondary education would not refute all the 
oa against Federal aid to school construction. 

t is the purpose of this chapter to present and interpret certain 
available data concerning State support of public elementary and 
secondary education with emphasis upon variations in State ability 
and effort in this field. 


A. VARIATIONS IN Stats ABILITY 


Probably no single measure of the ability of a State to support 
provisions for elementary and secondary education would be accept- 
able to all persons. Objective data are available, however, on certain 
factors which singly or in combination might be considered to some 
extent measures of such ability. 


1. INCOME PAYMENTS PER CAPITA OF POPULATION 


The ability of a State to support governmental functions has often 
been measured in terms of income payments per capita of population 
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in that State. From data on State income payments in 1953 com- 
piled in the United States Department of Commerce, it may be seen 
that according to such measurement there are wide variations in the 
wealth of the States and consequently in their ability to support 
education in general, including, of course, the provision of school 
buildings and equipment. 

In 1953 average income payments per capita of total population 
ranged from $834 in the “‘poorest’’ State to $2,304 in the “richest’’ 
State. The average for all the States was $1,709. 

The following table gives data on income payments per capita of 
population by States, for all of the States in 1953. From the table it 
may be seen how, on this basis, each State compares with the rest in 
wealth and ability to make all provisions for public education. 


Income payments per capita of population, 1953 


. $1, 709 
Delaware 2, 304 
Connecticut -. ‘2,404 
é _ 2,175 
New York 2, 158 | Arizona 
District of Columbia__-__---- 2, 109 | Idaho 
New Jersey _. 2,095) Vermont 
Illinois_ . 2, 088 | Maine 
_. 2,039 i 
= 2, 012 
Michigan 2, 003 | Virginia 
Washington __-__- _.... 1,882] New Mexico 
Maryland 1, 857 | Oklahoma 
In@ase ic. Seid. WLECO Ae . 1, 834}| North Dakota 
Pennsylvania 1, 822| West Virginia 
Massachusetts 1, 812] Louisiana 
Rhode Island 1, 749 | Tennessee 
Oregon ! 1, 724| Georgia 
Wisconsin 1, 712) Kentucky 
Montana_---......---- ~id He 1, 689 | North Carolina 
Colorado 1, 675 | South Carolina 
Missouri 1, 652 | Alabama 
ewan ss SPI gee 1,600 AyMansas fis OR Bee 
New Hampshire 1, 620] Mississippi 
Baneie. 5 ites ~hen- dew pw su 1, 550 


Source: Arranged from Graham, Robert E., Jr., State Income Payments in 1953. Survey of Current 
Business, 34: 9-17; August 1954, table 4, p. 15, 


2. INCOME PAYMENTS PER CHILD OF SCHOOL AGE 


Many persons consider the average amount of income payments 
per child of school age in a State is a better measure of the State’s 
ability to support elementary and secondary education than is the 
amount of income payments per capita of the total population of the 
State. Measurement of the States ability to support schools in terms 
of income payments per child of school age takes into consideration 
two factors which appear most important in this connection: (1) the 
number of children to be educated, and (2) the amount of ‘‘wealth,”’ 
as represented by income payments, from which the education of 
these children might be financed. 
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In 1952 income payments per child 5 to 17 years of age varied from 
$3,008 in the State having the least ability to finance schools, to 
$11,294 in the State having the greatest ability, as thus measured. 
The national average was $7,712. 

Following is a tabulation of the figures for all the States: 


Income payments per child of school age, 1952 


United States _ ..... $7, 712| Iowa. 
———— | Wyoming- -- - 
New York__- . 11, 294} Minnesota 
Nevada._ _-_- ; 11, 250} Florida___- 
Delaware____ .. 10, 914} Texas__- 
Connecticut _ _ - _ 10, 883} Arizona. -_- 
California _ - _..--- 10, 801} Maine. - - - 
New Jersey __ 10, 668 | Vermont - - 
SIRE ano a - « sity .... 10, 304} Idaho 
Massachusetts - _ - _... 9, 265] Virginia 
Ohio__- - mons gecel1 
Rhode Island _ - . 8, 895} Oklahoma. 
Washington __..... 8,826} South Dakota 
Marvland- -- ; _. 8, 539] Louisiana 
Michigan --- - - as iam 8, 488| New Mexico 
Pennsylvania _ - eae ... 8,470) North Dakota- - - 
Kansas __-. .. 8,293] West Virginia_. 
Oregon ae ..... 8, 272| Tennessee - 
Missouri- - - - _.... 7,995} Kentucky --- 
ee 7, 914 | Georgia- 
7, 783 | North Carolina_ - _ - 

7, 669 | South Carolina___ 
NeGeti.....2..2........--. i ae Pee. 3, 
New Hampshire . Arkansas__- ; 3,7 
Montana Mississippi - - - 3, 

Basie sources: Graham, Kobert E., Jr., State Income Payments in 1952. Survey of Current Business 
$3:7-15; August 1953, table 4, p. 12. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. Estimates 
of the Civilian Population of States, by Broad Age Groups, July 1, 1950, 1951, and 1952, Current Popu- 


lation Reports, series P-25, No. 87. Washington, D.C., the Bureau, December 28, 1958. Table 1, p. 3. 
calculations of income payments per child 5 to 17 years of age made in NEA Research Division. 


_— 
Tororo - « - . 
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8. RATIO OF CHILDREN TO ADULTS 


Variations in the ability of States to finance education, including 
school construction, are partly due to variations in the ratio of school- 
age children to the adult, income-producing population. As measured 
in terms of these ratios, some States are carrying much greater edu- 
cational loads than other States. 

In 1950 the ratio of the population 5 to 17 years of age (the school- 
age group) to the population 25 to 64 years of age (roughly the income- 
producing group) varied among the States from 30.5 percent to 64.2 
percent. In South Carolina there were over twice as many school-age 
children in proportion to the number of adults 25 to 64 years of age 
as in New York. The percentages for all the States follow: 





68 FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


Percent that the school-age population is of the income-producing population, 1950 


Percent 
United States 


South Carolina 
Mississippi___._-___-- a 
New Mexico 

Alabama_-_-____- aEe Beebe seyE? 
North Carolina 


Indiana 
Michigan 
New Hampshire 


Arkansas 
West Virginia 
Kentucky 
Georgia 

N a“ Dakota 


Washington 
Pennsylvania 
Arizona 

ee — 2 eres Poe 
ca Se eee eee 
Oklahoma 

South Dakota 

Virginia 

Vermont 


SE REA a 
Tllinois_- _ _ - Ba oo is coat ta Soaind cet aees 
Rhode Island 

California 

Connecticut 

New Jersey 


WON PATE ENC DON POH KH WOOK NDOCS 


District of Columbia 


WOUIANDENNWK LK OMAN A WOM CInNt 


Basic Source: Arranged from U. 8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1950 Population 
Census Report. P-B Series. Preprint of vol. 2,ch. B. Washington, D. C.: Superintendent of Documents, 
Government Printing Office, 1952. Table 15. Percentages calculated in NEA Research Division, 


B. VARIATIONS IN STATE AND LocAL EFFortT 


Data are available on several factors entering into a consideration 
of State and local effort to support the maintenance and operation 
of public schools. Relevant tabulations and comments upon their 
significance follow. 


1. PERCENT OF CURRENT EXPENDITURE FROM STATE AND LOCAL 
SOURCES 


First let us consider what percentage of the current expenditure for 
public elementary and secondary education comes from State and 
local sources in each of the States. For the school year 1951-52 the 
percentage of the expenditure derived from these sources ranged from 
85.6 to 98.9, the national average being 96.5. In every State the 
Federal contributions (for vocational education, and for the operation 
of schools in localities particularly federally affected, et cetera) was 
quite small in relation to the total expenditures. The data for the 
several States follow: 
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Percent of current expenditures from State and local ' sources, 1951-52 


United States California. - 
New Hampshire 
Michigan ’ Oklahoma. - . 
NeW WO ica ns ag South Dakota- 
IR Saran ancs caw soe sl BGS cow 
Indiana_ -. - eee ; . 5| Texas. _ : 
es caweete i < 

Tilinois. - - * ~sbGesL : Vermont. _. 
Ce os ers a oa 
Massachusetts _ 
Minnesota 
Maine- -..-- 
Pennsylvania 
Connecticut 
New Jersev 
North Dakota 
WEEE > sew awa 
IS nr as ar os an cregtine ee 
Colorado... _ - 


Alabama. ; 

North Carolina 
Washington- - - --- 
peontena......... 
Tennessee _ - 

South Carolina.-.- 
Kentucky - - 

Mississippi 

Arkansas. ._---_-. : 
District of Columbia__--- 
Louisiana_ - . -- 
Maryland _ - anak 
or a a 
West Virginia 

Rhode Island _ 


1 County and/or school district. 


Source: Calculated and arranged from: Schloss, Samuel, and Carol J. Hobson. State School Systems: 
Statistical Summary of Pupils, Instructional Staff, and Finance, 1951-52. Circular No. 420. Washington, 
D. C., Office of Education, U. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, December 1954, p. 3. 


New Mexico. 


NNW DOOK SAAMI) 


2. CURRENT EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA OF POPULATION 


One measure of the effort being made by the people within a State 
to support public education is the current expenditure for this purpose 
per capita of the total population of the State. Although when con- 
sidered alone this measure might be misleading, it becomes significant 
when considered in relation to other factors. 

In 1950-51 the current expenditure for public elementary and 
secondary education ranged among the States from a low average of 
$19 to a high average of $47 per capita of the population within the 
State. The national average was $33 per capita of the total popula- 
tion. In considering these figures it should be borne in mind thet the 
per capita income is much greater in some States than in others, and 
that the expenditure on public education is affected by the extent to 
which private education is carried on within the State. 
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In 1950-51 current expenditure for public elementary and secondary 
education per capita of the population, by States, was as follows: 


Current expenditures from State and local sources, per capita of population, 1950-51 


United States Connecticut 
Illinois 
Wyoming - 4 Colorado _- 
Montana ... 48] Pennsylvania 
Oregon 3 | Temas_.-_-_- 
Arizona : 5 Vermont 
California ____- Wisconsin 
New Mexico sue Ohio _-_ 
Iowa___- West Virginia__-_-_- 
eae Epeinete.. . tis 39 | Florida__- 
Washington 39 | Maryland 
Delaware ____- ‘ Massachusetts 
New York.__._.-.- ‘ North Carolina a 
South Dakota 38 | New Hampshire___-- 
Utah _ __- 38 | Rhode Island 
‘ Maine st 
Minnesota Srycr Missouri 
Virginia__-__- 

ka gs _ 36]South Carolina____- 
Kansas____- 36 | Alabama 
New Jersey 36 | Georgia 
Oklahoma _ 36] Tennessee 
Indiana ‘ ee ee co nee ate 
Louisiana 35 | Kentucky _ _- 
Nebraska ._. 85] Mississippi 

Basie sources: Jaracz, William A., Statistics of State School Systems, 1950-51, Circular No, 367, Washing- 
ton, D. C.: U. 8. Office of Education. Federal Security Agency, March 1953. Table 3. U.S. Department 
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 1950 Population Census Report P-B1. Vol. 2, pt.1,ch. B. Washing- 


ton, D. C.: Superiatendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, 1952. .Table 58, p. 105. Calcula- 
tions of current expenditure per capita of population made in NEA Research Division. 


3. RATIO OF CURRENT EXPENDITURE TO INCOME OF THE PEOPLE 


As represented by the percent that current expenditure for public 
schools from State and local sourcés is of total income payments, the 
effort to support elementary and secondary education varies consider- 
ably among the States. . For the school year 1951-52 the percentage 
ranged from 1.70 in Rhode Island to 3.74 in New Mexico. In the 
9 States which were making the least effort as measured on this basis 
less’ than 2 percent of total income payments were expended from 
State and local sources for the support of public schools. On the 
other hand, in the 11 States making the greatest effort so measured, 
the expenditure was 3 percent or more of total income payments. 
These eight States making the greatest effort in terms of percent of 
income expended were Alabama, Arizona, Idaho, Louisiana, New 
Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
West Virginia, and Wyoming. It is noteworthy that Mississippi, 
which expended the lowest amount ($19) per capita of population for 
the support of its public schools in 1951 nevertheless was making an 
effort greater than the national average, in terms of percent of total 
income payments expended for this purpose. Mississippi spent 2.67 
percent of total income payments. The national average was 2.36 
percent. 
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The data for all of the States follow: 


Relative financial effort made to support public schools, 1951-52 
[Percent that current expenditure from State and local sources is of total income payments} 


United States________- Nebraska. _ . . . .-- on 
Texas __ 
Florida___- 
Tennessee 
Arkansas _ 
Indiana . - - - 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Kentucky 
Maine 
New Hampshire 
Virginia. 
Pennsylvania 
Nevada 
New York 
New Jersey _- 
Illinois__ —_- 
Delaware 
Missouri 
Maryland 
Connecticut 
67 | Ohio__ 
. 66 | Massachusetts 
. 63 | Rhode Island 
Washington . 59 | District of Columbia 
Colorado . 52 
Basie sources: Schloss, Samuel, and Carol Joy Hobson. State School Systems: Statistical Summary of 
Pupils, Instructional Staff, and Finance, 1951-52. Circular No.420. Washington, D.C.: Office of Educa- 
tion, U. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, December 1954, p. 3. Graham, Rebert E., Jr. 
State Income Payments in 1953. Survey of Current Business 34: 9-17; August 1954. Percentages calculated 
in NEA Research Division. 
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New Mexico- 
North Carolina 
Louisiana _ - 
Oklahoma_- 
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4. RELATIONSHIP OF CAPITAL OUTLAY TO INCOME 


The foregoing discussion has drawn significant comparisons between 
current expenditure for public schools and income of the people, by 
States, to show their relative efforts to meet the current cost of public 
elementary and secondary education. Such comparisons are reason- 
able because the current expenditures are drawn from current income. 

It would not be reasonable, however, to attempt to make similar 
comparisons with respect to expenditures for capital outlay—that is, 
for new school sites, buildings, and equipment. These expenditures 
are usually made entirely or to a large extent from borrowed money 
obtained by the issuance of bonds. This money does not come from 
current income. It is expected to come from taxes levied against 
income for the next 20 to 40 years. The total amount spent for 
capital outlay in any given year therefore has no relationship to the 
income of the people Ce that particular year. However, average 
annual capital outlay per pupil in average daily attendance over a 
period of years is an indication of effort. Relevant data are given 
in chapter IX of this report. 
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It seems reasonable to conclude that the problem of financing outlay 
for school facilities is generally greater in areas where (1) the per 
capita income is low, (2) a high percentage of the population is within 
the 5-to-17-age group, and (3) a relatively high percentage of the 
income of the people is being used to meet current expenditure for 
public schools. However, in spite of their significance these factors 
do not constitute all the elements necessary for a composite ranking 
of the States with respect to ability and effort to make all provisions 
for elementary and secondary education including capital outlay. 
Remaining are the major factors of bonding capacity and effort and 
other considerations already discussed in this report. 

Adequate data are not presently available for a full comparison of 
State and local ability and effort to provide needed school facilities. 





CHAPTER VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS AND 
DISTRIBUTION FORMULAS 


(Proposed in School-Construction Bills, 83d and 84th Congs., to 
January 24, 1955) 


CONTENTS 


A. Types of administrative structures proposed: 
1. The State-plan type. 
2. The public-works type. 
B. Types of distribution formulas proposed: 
1. Flat grant per pupil. 
2. The 40 to 60 equalization formula. 
3. The 33% to 66% equalization formula. 
4. The Hill-Burton principle. 
5. The population-taxation formula. 

Most of the general school-construction bills introduced into the 
83d Congress and in the 84th Congress to January 24, 1955, may be 
classified in 2 distinct types with respect to their plans for the admin- 
istration of the proposed programs of Federal assistance, and 5 types 
with respect to formulas for the distribution of Federal funds. It is 
the purpose of this chapter to point out the characteristics and impli- 
cations of these different types of administrative structures and 
distribution formulas. 

Some pending bills contain formulas different from any of these 
types. igests of the general school-construction bills introduced in 
the 84th Congress to January 24, 1955, appear in chapter III of this 
report. 


A. Typgs oF ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE PROPOSED 


1. THE STATE-PLAN TYPE 


This type of proposal emphasizes the traditional responsibilities of 
the State educational agencies. Bills of this kind would provide for 
the allotment of Federal funds by the United States Office of Educa- 
tion to the respective State educational agencies in accordance with 
a prescribed formula. These bills would place upon the State educa- 
tional agencies the responsibility for the allotment of funds to the 
school districts within the State. 

Each State desiring to accept the benefits of the act would be 
required to submit, through the State agency, a plan for carrying out 
the purposes of the legislation. Participation in the program would 
be based upon the approval of the plan by the United States Com- 
missioner of Education. 

Some bills of this type would provide a uniform amount per child 
throughout the Nation. Other bills of this kind would give slightly 
greater allotments per child to States in which the per capita income 
is relatively low. 
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The program would be administered by educational agencies at 
the Federal, State, and local levels of government. Examples of this 
type of proposal are: S. 359, S. 536, S. 2294, S. 2601, H. R. 249, H. R. 
544, and H. R. 1612, 83d Congress; and S. 4, S. 5, S. 480, S. 522, S. 686, 
H. R. 14, H. R. 15, H. R. 44, H. R. 108, H. R. 361, H. R. 517, H. R. 
764, H. R. 1565, H. R. 1633, H. R. 1791, H. R. 2548, H. R. 2585, and 
H. R. 2612, 84th Congress. 


2. THE PUBLIC-WORKS TYPE 


As regards administrative provisions, school construction bills of 
the public-works type represent a sharp cleavage from those of the 
State-plan type. Bulls of the public-works type have proposed direct 
Federal loans and grants to local school agencies by the Federal Works 
Administrator or the Housing and Home Finance Agency. The bills 
require a 50-50 matching contribution, alleviated somewhat by a pro- 
vision for loans to school systems unable to raise the required local 
contribution. 

Bills of this kind provide for: (a) approval of projects by State 
school authorities, (6) apportionment of 75 percent of the funds 
among the States on a formula basis, (c) distribution of the remainder 
by the Administrator at his discretion to meet needy situations. 
These bills make no mention of the United States Office of Education. 
They contain provisions to insure payment of prevailing wage rates 
to workers on school projects. 

Examples of bills proposing the public-works type of administration 
are H. R. 566, H. R. 2142, H. R. 4537, and S. 969, 83d Congress. At 
the time of this writing no bill exactly of this kind has been intro- 
duced in the 84th Congress. 


B. Typss or Disrrisution Formvutas PRoposepD 
1. FLAT GRANT PER PUPIL 


This kind of formula provides for the allotment of Federal funds 
solely on the basis of school-age population. The allotment to each 
State would be determined by the ratio of the State’s school-age 
population to the school-age population of the United States. How- 
ever, there are certain restrictions or matching requirements. 

Under this formula if Alabama, for example, has 2.5 percent of the 
Nation’s school-age children, Alabama would receive 2.5 percent of the 
total Federal allocation, provided the matching requirement is met. 

Under this kind of formula, if the total Federal allocation amounted 
to $500 million per year, the allocation to each pupil in each State 
would amount to about $14.12. 

Examples of bills containing this type of distribution formula are 
S. 359, 83d Congress, and S,. 480, S. 522, H. R. 14, H. R. 15, and 
H. R. 653, 84th Congress. 

Following is a tabulation of the estimated allotments to States 
under this formula on the assumption of a total Federal appropriation 
of $500 million per year. 
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Estimated 
children 5to | Percentage 
State or Territory 17 years, 1953 distribution Allotment 
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thousands) 
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| Asof Apr. 1,1950. Later figures not available. 
Source: Calculations made in the research division of the National Education Association, 


2. THE 40-TO-60 EQUALIZATION FORMULA 


Under this formula the Federal funds would be apportioned to the 
States in direct proportion to their school-age population and in 
inverse ratio to their per capita income payments. ‘Thus there would 
be an adjustment of the Federal allotment upward to 60 percent of 
the total cost of the construction program for the State with the 
lowest per capita income, and an adjustment downward to 40 percent 
of the total cost of the construction program for the State with the 
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highest per capita income. The Federal allotments to the other 
States would range, according to their per capita incomes, between the 
two extremes. 

The formula was apparently devised in the expectation that each 
State would supplement its allotment of Federal funds with that 
percentage of the total cost of the construction pro within that 
State necessary to total 100 percent. In other words, the “richest” 
State would be expected to pay 60 percent of the total cost of school 
construction within that State, and the “poorest” State would be 
expected to pay only 40 percent of the total cost of school construction 
within its borders. The bills utilizing this formula contain, however, 
no specific requirement for matching of funds. 

Under this formula of allocation of $100 million per year the 
“richest”? State would receive about $2.62 per child (1950 census) and 
the ‘‘poorest’’ State about $3.93 per child (1950 census). 

Examples of bills containing the 40-to-60 equalization formula are 
H. R. 249, and H. R. 544, 83d Congress. At the time of this writing 
no bill of this kind has yet been introduced in the 84th Congress. 


8. THE 384 TO 66% EQUALIZATION FORMULA 


The basic idea of this formula is similar to that of the 40 to 60 
equalization formula. Under the 33% to 66% equalization plan the 
Federal allocation to each State would be in direct proportion to its 
school-age population and in inverse ratio to its average per capita 
income payments. The State with the lowest per capita income pay- 
ments could receive Federal funds up to 66% percent of the total cost 
of its construction program, whereas the State with the highest per 
capita income payments could receive from Federal funds not. more 
than 33% percent of the total cost of its construction program, Other 
States would receive amounts ranging within these limits. 

Under this plan the poorest State would receive a Federal allotment 
of double the amount that the richest State would receive per child. 

This type of distribution formula is contained in S. 2294, 83d 
Congress. The formula does not appear in any bill introduced in the 
84th Congress to the time of this writing. However, S. 4, S. 5, and 
H. R. 1665, 84th Congress, would limit the Federal share of payment 
for school facilities to not more than 66% percent and not less than 
33% percent of the cost of the project. 


4. THE HILL-BURTON PRINCIPLE 


Modification of the principle of the Hill-Burton Act (which provides 
Federal aid for the construction of hospitals) constitute the formula 
provisions of some recent school-construction bills. If enacted, the 
formula embodied in S. 2601, 83d Congress, the Emergency School 
Construction Act of 1954, would operate as follows, according to the 
committee report on the bill dated July 9, 1954. 


One-half of the appropriation would be apportioned among the States on the 
basis of the product of each State’s school-age population and the square of its 
Federal percentage (based on relative per capita income, with a minimum of 33% 
percent for the State with the highest per capita income and a maximum of 75 
percent for the State with the lowest and with other States ranging in between 
depending on their relative per capita incomes). This is the formula used in the 
Hill-Burton hospital survey and construction provisions (title VI) of the Public 
Health Service Act, although school-age population (the total population between 
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5 and 17, both inclusive) was substituted in the bill for the total population which 
is used in the Hill-Burton formula. The other one-half would be apportioned on 
the same basis but without squaring the Federal percentage. There would be a 
maximum of 5 percent of the appropriation on the amount any of the 48 States 
could receive as an allotment. A $100,000 minimum on any State’s allotment 
would also be provided. 

The Federal funds could be used to pay only 40 percent of the cost of construct- 
ing any project or, if smaller, $500 per child to be accommodated in the project. 
The remaining 60 (or larger) percent of the cost of each project must be derived 
from State or local sources. 


A statement by Senator Lister Hill on January 6, 1955, in connection 
with the introduction of 5. 5, the Emergency Public School Construc- 
tion Act of 1955, pointed out that: 

It closely follows the pattern of the bill favorably reported last year by the 
Senate Labor Committee (5S. 2601, 83d Cong.). 

A digest of S. 5 appears in chapter III of this report. Following is 
a tabulation showing the allocation of Federal funds to States under 
the formula contained in this bill, which was introduced by Senator 
Hill for himself and 29 other Senators, 
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| Estimated | Average of | 
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1 As of Apr. 1, 1950. Later figures not available. 
Source: Calculations made in the Research Division of the National Education Association. 
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In introducing 8S, 2779, 83d Congress, on January 20, 1954, Senator 
John L. McClellan said: 


It is patterned in principle after the Hill-Burton Act, whieh provides Federal 
aid for the construction of hospitals and mental institutions, and also after the 
law providing for Federal aid to highways.' 

The same formula proposed in S. 2779, 83d Congress, is contained 
in S. 686, 84th Congress, which was introduced on January 24, 1955, 
by Senator McClellan for himself and 23 other Senators. A digest 
of this bill appears in chapter III of this report. Following is a tabu- 
lation showing the allocation of Federal funds to States under the 
formula contained in this bill, on the basis of a Federal appropriation 
of $500 million. 


! Congressional Record, January 20, 1954, p. 487. 
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5. THE POPULATION-TAXATION FORMULA 


This formula appears in some bills proposing the public-works type 
of administrative structure, already Semnthen i in this chapter. The 
plan calls for the distribution of half of the funds subject to apportion- 
ment (75 percent of the total Federal funds made available) on the 
basis of population and the other half on the basis of the amount of 
certain Federal taxes collected in each State. 

On the first basis a State would receive an allotment according to 
the ratio which the total population of that State bears to the total 
population of the United States. On the second basis a State would 
receive an allotment according to the ratio which Federal tax collec- 
tions from all sources (exclusive of taxes on imports and exports) 
within that State during the fiscal year next preceding the calendar 
year in which apportionment is made bears to the total of all Federal 


collections (exclusive of taxes on imports and exports) during such 
fiscal year. 





CHAPTER IX. ALTERNATIVE FORMULAS 
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A. Basis for claim for aid: 
1. Determination of need. 
2. Tax “effort” as a factor. 
3. School expenditures as a factor. 
4. Weighting of factors. 


- 


5. Statistical summary. 
B. Basis for distribution of aid, 


The purpose of this chapter is to suggest alternative formulas for 
distributing Federal school construction aid, but limiting such aid to 
States which are “needy.’’ Additional criteria are then suggested 
which would impose the further condition that the “needy’’ States 
make at least an average tax effort on their own behalf, and make at 
least the average proportionate expenditure for school purposes. The 
various criteria are presented on a statistical basis in a manner such 
that one may work out alternatives which will accept or reject only a 
portion of the criteria. 


A. Basis ror Cuaim For Ap 


1, DETERMINATION OF NEED 


The most widely accepted criterion for determining relative financial 
capacity of States—and likewise need—is the per capita income pay- 
ments received in each. The Department of Commerce currently 
compiles such data which are available on a calendar-year basis 
through 1953. 

Need is a relative concept. For example, we in the United States 
might all agree that a particular State in the Union is a “needy”’ one, 
but that same State would be considered very wealthy in the eves of 
hundreds of millions of foreign observers. It would seem then for us 
that the simplest and perhaps most accurate method for determining 
which States are “needy”? would be to eliminate all States whose per 
capita income payments are above the average. It might even be 
better if the average income for a period of years rather than a single 
year were taken. However, if the average per capita income payments 
in the United States for the 1 fiscal year 1953 ' are taken (i. e., $1,676) 
the following States would fall into the category of “less than average” 
this could be accepted as the (or at least one) criterion for determining 
whether or not they should receive special Federal aid. There are 30 
such States: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, 
Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Minnesota, Mis- 
sissippi, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North 
Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, and 
Wyoming. 

1 Income payments are reported by the Department of Commerce on a calendar year basis; however, for 


purposes of comparison in this chapter income payments for fiscal year 1953 were estimated by averaging 
income payments for calendar years 1952 and 1953. 


83 





84 FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


There is a considerable range of variance within these 30 States, 
even though each is below average. Thus one State is less than half 
the national average, while another is just a few dollars less than the 
average. It might therefore be desirable in determining the amount 
of aid to make allocations in direct relationship to the degree by 
which each State fell below the average. This could be worked out. 
But for our purposes here it will be sufficient to divide the States 
roughly into three groups with weights of 1, 2, and 3 given, the weight 
depending on how far the particular State was below average. In 
such case, the States in the lowest group (Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, and West Virginia) would get a weight of 3, the States in 
the middle group (Florida, Idaho, Maine, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, Vermont and Virginia) would get a 
weight of 2, while the States in the third group (Arizona, Colorado, 
Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Ne alee. New Hampshire, 
Utah, and Wyoming) would get a weight of 1. 


2. TAX “EFFORT’’ AS A FACTOR 


It can be argued that even though a State may be one in the lower 
ranges of per capita income payments, no Federal aid should be granted 
unless the State is making at least an average effort to finance its 
own activities. This suggests that Federal aid could first be made 
to depend on the State being below average in per capita income and 
at least average in the percentage of per capita income being taken 
in State and local taxes. Thus, even though a State has below-average 


per capita income, and perhaps even above-average school expendi- 
tures, Federal aid could be denied on the ground that the State has 
taxable capacity which is not being used. 

One of the difficulties about comparative tax burdens as a criterion 
is that there are no annual current official overall data on tax collec- 
tions for the States and their local governments. The Bureau of the 
Census does have ready data on annual collections by the State 
governments themselves, but not for their local units. However, 
recently the Bureau of the Census has released figures on State and 
estimated local tax collections for fiscal year 1953. These were used 
in the writing of the following paragraph. 

It appears that of the 30 States with per capita incomes below the 
fiscal year 1953 national average, 22 of them took an above-average 
percentage of that per capita income in fiscal 1953 taxes. However, 
eight States with less-than-average per capita income had a tax 
burden (or made a tax effort) less than average. The eight States 
which fell below this average are Alabama, Kentucky, Missouri, 
Nebraska, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. Respec- 
tively, they ranked 35th, 39th, 45th, 31st, 33d, 37th, 42d, 36th in tax 
burden. If it is insisted that all “needy’”’ States, in order to qualify 
for aid, should be at least average in tax burden, then these eight 
States would be disqualified, unless some weighting factors should be 
introduced. 

Objection may be raised to comparing tax effort based on the per- 
centage of income payments taken oe taxes. The principal ground for 
such objection is that tax capacity declines faster than income. In 
other words, the fact that a State with shigh per capita income can 
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stand a tax burden of 8 percent, does not mean that a State with a 
low per capita income can (or should) have a tax burden as high as 
that. On the other hand, it should be noted as a fact that the 4 States 
whose tax burdens are at least 10 percent (2 percent in excess of the 
7.94 percent national average) are States with below-average per 
capita income. 

f the tax burden as a percent of State income payments is not 
accepted as a basis of comparison, then there is practically no other 
tax basis for making comparisons that can be shown statistically or 
used as a basis for granting or restricting aid. Full and reliable 
property-tax assessment data are unavailable. When we look at other 
taxes as to whether they are high or low, there are so many factors to 
be considered that confusion abounds. 


3. SCHOOL EXPENDITURES AS A FACTOR 


Another criterion that may enter into any composite formula is the 
ratio of school expenditures to income payments. This would show 
which States were allotting an above- or below-average percentage of 
their income to current school expenditures. It is interesting to note 
that 25 of the 30 States with below-average per capita income devoted 
above-average percentages of income payments to current school 
expenditures. The average for the Nation for the school year 1951-52 
was 2.28 percent of all income payments. Yet 25 of the 30 States 
with less-than-average per capita income spent more than 2.28 percent 
of their income payments for school expenditures. The five low- 
income States spending less than average were Kentucky, Maine, 
Missouri, New Hampshire, and Virginia. If aid is conditioned on 
below-average income payments, above-average tax effort, and above- 
average school expenditures in relation to income payments, then the 
following 20 States qualify: Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, 
Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, 
New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming. Seven of 
the 30 States with below-average income fail on one or the other count 
while 3 fail on both counts. 


4. WEIGHTING OF FACTORS 


If (1) the States are divided into 3 categories depending on how 
far below average they are in per capita income payments, and how 
far above average in tax effort or school expenditures, and (2) weights 
of 1, 2, and 3 are assigned depending on into which third each falls 
and (3) 2 points are deducted for States on the wrong side of the 
average, we get the following statistical results. 
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Different weights could be assigned with of course different results 
especially the “‘minus 2” assigned when a State falls above average 
income or below average tax effort and school expenditures. 

If a minimum of 3 points (i. e., an average of 1 in each of the 3 
criteria) is required to qualify for aid, then the following 22 States 
would be eligible: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, 
Georgia, Idaho, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, 
New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyo- 
ming. These are exactly the same 20 that qualify in the absence of 
weighting, plus Alabama and West Virginia. If this method should 
be used, no State with an above-average per capita income, would be 
qualified. 

5. STATISTICAL SUMMARY 


The table below brings together statistically some of the conclusions 
stated separately above. Data are given for a State only when a 
particular statistic tends to qualify the State for aid. If the statistic 
disqualifies the State, it is omitted. 
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| } ' ; 
| Tax burden | Current school | | 
| (as percent expenditures on —— d 
snte helea | of income (as percent of Qualified | for aid be 
ments below payments) | income pay- | for aid (col. cause missing 
(1952-53) above average ments) above 4) from column 
(col 1) (1952-53) average (1951- (col. 5) 
, (col. 2) 52) (col. 3) 


Per capita 
| income pay- 





| Percent Percent 


United States average - - , 676 7.04 
Alabama. --..... ; 
9.04 
Boicod 7.99 | 
California... ._.- sh ce Sal i 9. 04 | 
Colorado , 65% 0.44) 
Connecticut - - -- ae? 


NPN | Ww 


Florida... -...---- ; , 3 10.11 | 
Reese aie 4 8. 20 
| 9. 40 

ea 
Indiana- -- - 

“ sk , 9. 59 
Kansas sdk weaieiidaadead . a 9. 14 | 
Kentuckey - ---- aon sine = 
Louisiana -- - - bese , 238 80 | 
Maine__ seas 
Maryland. 
Massachusetts 
Michigan_-_._.---. 
Minnesota --- 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana- ------- 
Nebraska. 
Nevada- - 
New H ampshire.. 
New Jersey. Seid winks : ea ceed 
New Mexico. _- f cabana , 3387 . 92 3. 62 
New York.__-_- 
North Carolina... -..........-- 4 | . 84 | 3. 30 
North Dakota_--. uot . 2 
ee .| laden Sa | : 
Oklahoma Se on 54 . 3. 29 | 
Oregon -__-- ba Ltt D eb | . 75 | 2. 87 | 
Pennsylvani ia. j 
Rhode Island... 
South Carolona_ 
South Dakota 
Tennessee - - - - -- 


93 
02 
45 
43 
86 
58 | 


NNNNYN 


Vermont.......if3c5. Jill ‘ . | 

Virginia athe te nina RE lnbnnnteratadca 

Washington LL WSE54 Jc Sasdest 52 | 

West Virginia. ...........-.-:- b, 946. }.3. 4. 5 - ee, 3.05 

Wisconsin. -_...-..-- Ee : , . 26 | 2. 31 

Wyoming 1, 653 . 49 | 3.09 | Yes 
| 


Basic sources: Seah. aber E. Jr., State Income Payments in 1953. Survey of Current Business 
August 1954, table 4 Bureau of the Census, State and Local Government Revenue in 1953, table 2 
and errata sheets 1 and z “aaa Schloss, State School Systems: Statistical Summary of Pupils, Instruc- 
tional Staff, and Finance, 1951-52. Circular No. 420. W ashington, D. C.: U. 8. Office of Education 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, December 1954. 
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B. Basis ror DistrisuTion or AIp 


The following discussion will bring together considerations for 
working out alternative formulas for distributing school construction 
aid. ‘There has been discussion in earlier chapters of various proposals, 
and the comments here will not undertake to reexamine those. 

As a practical matter, it would seem first that any distribution 
would have to be made on a State level basis, rather than on a basis of 
need at the local level. This seems to be well established as a principle. 

Once it has been determined that a State qualifies as a needy one 
and thus is eligible for aid, it then becomes necessary to determine how 
that aid shall be apportioned. There are various obvious bases such 
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as a flat amount for each pupil or an amount which varies according 
to how far the State is below average in per capita income. An 
alternative would make use of the data set forth in the first part of 
this chapter, and make apportionment by taking into consideration 
the tax effort and school expenditure effort of the State. 

The remainder of this section will be devoted to an effort to make 
use of the statistics presented above which were used at that time for 
the purpose of weighting each State in an effort to determine whether 
or not a State is eligible for aid. If weights are used for determining 
the necessity for aid, perhaps they could also be used for providing 
some measure for the amount of aid. It will be recalled that 19 States 
were found under the formula to have 3 points or more and thus 
entitled to aid. 

The States and the number of points were as follows: 

4 points 6 points 8 points 
Alabama Arizona Mississippi 
Colorado Florida North Dakota 
Utah Georgia Oklahoma 
West Virginia Idaho South Carolina 
. Iowa South Dakota 
© posnts Minnesota 


Arkansas New Mexico 9 points 


Kansas ; Louisiana 
7 points 


North Carolina 
Vermont 
Wyoming 
The 22 States would be dropped to 20 if Alabama and West Vir- 
ginia are omitted because of failure to impose at least an average per 


capita tax burden. 

If an appropriation of $100 million should be made available, to be 
distributed to the States according to the number of enrolled pupils 
the total distribution to each State would be as set forth below. The 
allotment for each State is determined as follows: 

(1) Multiply the number of points for each of the 22 qualifying 
States by the number of pupils enrolled in each such State. 

(2) Add the results of the 22 States’ computations described in (1). 

(3) Use the result of operation (1) for each State as the numerator 
of a fraction and the result of operation (2) as the denominator. 

(4) Multiply the fraction obtained in (3) by the total appropriation 
of $100 million. 

The table following also shows the percentage which this sum would 
be of total school expenditures (current, capital outlay, and interest) 
for the year 1951-52. 


| 
Percent of Percent of 
State Allotment total schoo) State Allotment | total school 
expenditures expenditures 
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Of course, a larger or smaller sum could be allotted, but the purpose 
of the foregoing is to illustrate how much each State would get under 
this very simple arrangement, and what that amount would be in 
relation to total expenditures for all school purposes. 

The relative need for school construction might be considered as a 
factor in determining whether Federal aid for school construction 
should be granted at all, and if granted the amount thereof. The 
trouble with this is that those States and communities which have 
made an extra effort and may have placed special importance on 
school construction—perhaps at the expense of other needed improve- 
ments—would thereby be penalized because of their special effort. 
It can be accepted as a fact that all States are in need of new con- 
struction, and therefore, if a particular State is one of those with less 
than average income payments, and meets other tests discussed 
above it would get Federal construction aid. 





CHAPTER X—ARGUMENTS PRO AND CON 


CONTENTS 


A. Arguments for Federal aid for school construction. 
B. Arguments against Federal aid for school construction. 


From time to time over a period of years the question of Federal 
aid to school construction has arisen in public discussion. The argu- 
ments have had wide ramifications, in most cases involving the broader 
question of Federal aid to elementary and secondary education in 
general. Following is a résumé of major arguments for and against the 
general proposition of Federal aid to the construction of public schools.' 
Other arguments might be advanced for or against the proposition, 
particularly in reference to specific proposals. 


A. ARGUMENTS FOR FrepERAL Arp ror ScHoot CoNsTRUCTION 


1. The Federal Government has a fundamental interest in the provision 
of facilities for the general education of the national citizenry, because the 
very preservation of our form of government depends upon the adequate 
education of the whole population. 

The successful functioning of our republican form of government 
requires that all citizens obtain the basic education necessary for in- 
telligent and informed participation in the life and work of the Nation. 
We cannot preserve the Republic unless all the people are educationally 
equipped to understand its basic principles and their application to 
current problems. 

In this time ef worldwide conflict of ideologies, a high level of 
political intelligence resulting from adequate provisions for basic edu- 
cation would contribute most toward a victory for our American 
ideals. In such a time of propaganda warfare and subversive activi- 
ties the ability of our people to think and evaluate correctly is of 
immeasurable importance. 

If total war comes, victory will depend upon the capacities of the 
whole people. ‘Their abilities will depend in turn upon the provisions 
for their education. 

During World War II the Federal Government found it necessary 
to spend billions of dollars in training not only military but also civilian 
personnel in practically all subject fields at all educational levels. If 
the Federal Government had previously aided the States in providing 
better schools, much of this very costly emergency training would have 
been unnecessary. If the Federal Government continues to leave to 
the States practically all responsibility for provisions for the education 

1 Arguments adapted in part from a number of sources including particularly: Federal Aid to Education, 
by Howard A. Dawson, National Education Association of the United States, 1939, processed; Which Way 
Education, and Some Arguments Against Federal Aid to General Education, by John R. Miles, Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States of America, Washington, D. C., 1947 and 1948, processed; Federal Aid 
to Elementary and Secondary Education, by Charles A Quattlebaum, the Legislative Reference Serivce, 
the Library of Congress, Washington, D. C., 1948, processed. Some of the more recent sources used are 
named in footnotes. 
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of the civilian population we may not win the next war. There will 
not be time to carry out an effective national training program for a 
large percentage of the whole population. 

Reports from the Selective Service System regarding the educational 
level of our population indicate clearly the need for Federal action to 
enable the States to remove permanently the causes of functional 


illiteracy. Of an estimated 15,687,500 men aged 18 through 37 ex- 
amined for military duty during World War II about 5,249,200 or 


about 34 percent were rejected as unfit for military service. This is 
an astounding evidence of national weakness which in considerable 
measure resulted from the failure of the Federal Government to help 
the States and localities provide basic education for all, 

Over 1,254,000, or about 36 percent of 3,507,000 young men aged 
18% through 25 examined for military service between July 1, 1950, 
and September 1, 1953, were rejected. Most of the specific causes for 
rejection of these men would have been diminished directly or indi- 
rectly by more and better education early in their lives. 

Data on rejections of men for the specific cause of not having 
attained a fourth-grade education, as measured by Army tests, are 
revealing. Within a selected period of 12 months during World War 
IT rejections for this cause numbered | in every 30 white registrants and 
1 in every 10 Negro registrants examined. Figures based on a sam- 
pling of about 7 million men in the Army show that nearly 1 in 3 
had the equivalent of only 8 years of schooling or less. The propor- 
tions in other branches of the Armed Forces are not considerably 
different. lf better schoo) buildings and equipment had been pro- 
vided, many of these men probably would have found school more 
attractive and would have remained longer in school. 

About half of the rejections during both World War II and the 

eriod of the Korean conflict were for failure to pass the Armed 

orces qualification test. In other words about half the men rejected 
were found unequipped to absorb the training given in the Armed 
Forces. As many of the men were rejected for this reason as for all 
other reasons together. 

Under the pressure of World War II thousands of men inadequately 
educated for military service were nevertheless inducted into the 
Army. These men were put in centers where they were taught to 
read and write. The cost of this little bit of general education under 
such circumstances was very high. It was enough to have given each 
man, under ordinary circumstances, several years of high standard 
education in many good schools throughout the Nation. 

The Director of the Selective Service System, Maj. Gen. Lewis B. 
Hershey, has pointed out that: 

If we are to prevare, we must do it in time of peace. * * * If ever again we are 
forced to mobilize, it will be mobilization to fight, not to train. 

The Federal Government is responsible for the defense of the 
Nation. It must assure adequate provisions for general education of 
the whole population to meet the needs of national defense. 

2. Federal assurance of adequate educational facilities for all is be- 
coming increasingly necessary for the general welfare and progress of the 
Nation in times of peace as well as in times of war. 

This country is no longer composed of self-contained and fairly 
independent communities. Its welfare and development increasingly 
depend upon the adequate training of youth throughout the entire 
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Nation. The high selective-service rejection rates have revealed the 
national shortage of young men educationally equipped not only for 
military service but also for every other type of service to the Nation 
in times of peace as well as in times of war. 

Our Federal Government, which needs competent service from all 
our youth in time of war, must assure adequate facilities for the train- 
ing of all our youth for all worthy activities in time of peace. Prac- 
tically no one would question that the Federal Government has a vital 
interest in the reduction of juvenile delinquency, improvement of 
health standards, lengthening of life, reduction of poverty, unemploy- 
ment, and relief, increase of individual income and the advancement 
of the general and cultural welfare of the Nation. It is well known 
that such benefits are produced by more and better education,’ which 
requires more and better buildings and equipmer t. 

A study published by the Research Division of the National Educa- 
tion Association in October 1953 concluded that “‘schools help prevent 
delinquency.”” Statistics compiled by the Federal Emerge icy Relief 
Administration during the depression of the 1930’s showe! that low 
standards for education and high relief rates go hand-in-hand. In 
general, people living in States, cities and comimuniies with superior 
educational systems enjoy better health, lower death rates, and higher 
expectation of life than those with poor schools, 

In those parts of our country where economic conditions and edu- 
cational facilities are the poorest the birth rate is the highest. It will 
be disastrous for the Nation to continue to draw from these areas a 
disproportionately large percentage of its manpower, unless the 
Federal Government takes action to improve the provisions for 
education in these needy localities. 

Federal assistance to school construction would make possible 
projects which would provide _emplo ent to many persons and 
afford a bulwark against depression and against the necessity for large 
Federal outlays for emergency relief. 

The better educated citizenry resulting from the Federal aid would 
promote political welfare, locally and nationally. The reduction of 
unequal provisions for public education would diminish racial and 
class tensions. Altogether the Federal aid to school construction 
would produce a number of economic, political, and social benefits 
contributing markedly to the national welfare ard progress. 

3. The high mobility of our population makes inadequate provisions 
for education in any locality a national concern. 

Each year thousands of our people migrate to wealthy industrial 
centers from relatively poor areas in which educational facilities are 
inadequate. The 1950 census showed that the Nation’s population 
is becoming more predominantly urban as farm population continues 
to decline. Between 1940 and 1950 the rural population increased 
only 7.4 percent, while the population inside cities increased 11 per- 
cent and the population in the suburbs 37 percent. 

_ Over 23 million of our people (23.5 percent of the total population) 
in 1950 were os States other than the States in which they were 
born. Over 3 million people born in the North were living in the 
South, and over 5 million born in the South were living in the North. 


2? Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Education—An Investment in Peo 1944; and Educa- 
tion Steps Up Living Standards, 1945. (Also other studies.) ™ 
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Nearly 6 million born east of the Mississippi River were living west 
of it; and nearly 3 million born west of the Mississippi wwere Tiviier 
east of it.’ 

During the decade from 1940 to 1950 there was a great migration 
of Negroes from the South into the eight major industrial States— 
California, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, 
and Pennsylvania. Within this period the white population of these 
8 States gained only about 14 percent, but their Negro population 
gained nearly 55 percent. During the same period, however, the 
Negro eee of the South remained virtually at a standstill 
while the white population = about 4.5 million people. The 
white population gain in the South was nearly 100 times the gain of 
N population in that region.‘ 

ccording to census data, about 30 million of our people move to 
other homes each year. About 5 million of these change their resi- 
dence from one State to another. These migrants take with them 
the results of their schooling, whether good or bad. The inter-State 
migration creates a national, educational concern in two ways. The 
wealthier States which receive inadequately educated migrants from 
other States find these people liabilities in the more highly developed 
economic situations into which they have moved. On the other hand, 
certain States, particularly a number of those in the South, have for 
many years experienced an economic loss from educating large num- 
bers of persons who have migrated to other States, contributing 
nothing to the gain of their native States. 

Much industrial strife is caused by the migration of thousands of 
inadequately educated workers to the great industrial centers where 
they encounter problems with which they are unprepared to deal. 
Enlightened self-interest demands that the richer States protect their 
citizenship and economic security by promoting the level of educa- 
tion in the poorer communities from which they will inevitably draw 
a part of their population. This might be accomplished in large 
measure through a Federal program of aid to school construction in 
the poorer parts of the country. 

4. The bestowing of citizenship upon Negroes created an undischarged 
Federal obligation to help the States having large Negro populations meet 
their educational needs. 

The 14th amendment to the Constitution gave citizenship to mil- 
lions of almost wholly uneducated Negroes. But here the Federal 
Government left the matter. It made no attempt to prepare the 
Negroes for citizenship. The whole burden of educating the Negroes 
for citizenship was Jett to the States having the largest Negro 
populations. 

iducating the Negroes became the task of the States which had 
been invaded and devastated and whose economy had been de- 
stroyed—the States whose white citizens had been rendered unable 
to tax themselves sufficiently to maintain adequate schools for their 
own children, much less for the children of the millions of Negroes 
who owned no revenue yielding property. These States are still 
carrying exceptionally heavy educational burdens largely because of 
the Negro population. 

3 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, United States Census of Population 1950, Special 


Report P-E No. 4A. 
¢ Census Shows Negro Trend Away from the Southern States, Washington Star, October 30, 1951, p. A-3. 
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The States maintaining separate schools for Negroes are mostly 
States with relatively low economic ability to raise funds for public 
education. These States have eimneenah great financial difficulties 
in attempting to meet constitutional requirements, as interpreted by 
the Supreme Court, for the preeien of equal facilities for children of 
the separate races. Some of these States are now facing even greater 
financial problems in attempting to establish a single school system 
for both races. 

In spite of the increase in Negro ee of taxable property, the 
cost of public education in the South is still paid principally by the 
white population, who still own most of the property yielding revenue 
for school support. Provision of equal educational facilities and op- 
portunities for white and Negro children by some States would require 
reduction in facilities and opportunities for white children. Equali- 
zation of facilities or integration of schools would necessitate either 
curtailment of educational provisions for the white children, or 
Federal aid. The latter is the only socially constructive possibility. 

It seems a fair proposition that the Federal Government shaveld 
take the financial steps necessary to make its constitutional require- 
ments effective. Legal restraining action alone cannot solve the 
important economic problem of providing equal educational facilities 
for all children in all the States. It is high time that the Federal 
Government fulfilled its obligation to help the States having large 
Negro populations provide adequate educational facilities for them. 

5. The Federal Government is the only agency able to bring about the 
nationuide provision of educational facilities necessary to the national 


welfare. 

ere hs Federal taxation is depleting the taxable resources left to 
communities and States. In 1915, for example, the Federal Govern- 
ment received only 30 percent of all tax revenue collected in the United 
States. Local governments received 52 percent and State govern- 
merits 18 percent of the revenue. 

In 1952, on the other hand, the Federal Government received over 
76 percent of the revenue. The States received only about 12 percent 
and the local governments only about 12 percent. It is evident there- 
fore that we must pay part of the cost of public education from Federal 
sources of revenue. Throughout the Nation there are many communi- 

ties and some entire States that cannot provide good schools from 
_ revenue sources presently available to them. 

School construction is generally financed by local property tax- 
ation—an extremely limited source of revenue. New sources of 
revenue are frequently lacking to these communities. Even under 
model fiscal and educational systems these localities would not be 
financially able to meet their educational needs. 

The Federal Government can most effectively bridge the inequali- 
ties between the States as well as those within them. A program of 
Federal aid to school construction in needy areas would assign part 
of the responsibility to the level of government having the most ample 
tax resources. 

6. The principle of Federal action and appropriations for the support 
of education is thoroughly and firmly established. 

From its earliest beginnings and throughout its history the Federal 
Government has participated in financing education. Federal land 
grants, and grants of scrip in lieu of lands, for the benefit of the 
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common schools were initiated in 1785 and continued over a peniod 
of many years. 

Money grants have been made under the Morrill-Nelson Act for 
the land-grant colleges; under the Hatch Act for the establishment 
of agricultural experiment stations; under the Smith-Lever and the 
Capper-Ketchum Acts for agricultural extension work; and under the 
Smith-Hughes Act and subsequent similar acts, such as the George- 
Barden Act, for vocational education. Under these acts the Federal 
and State governments have cooperated through the years in various 
specific educational undertakings. 

In carrying out emergency educational programs in cooperation 
with the States during the depression of the 1930’s the Federal 
Government spent (from 1933 to 1940) nearly $600 million besides 
the regularly recurring Federal appropriations for education under 
the acts named above. During World War II Federal appropria- 
tions for emergency education in cooperation with the States amounted 
to over $400 million besides the regular recurring appropriations. 

Decisions of the Supreme Court have upheld the constitutionality 
of statutes providing Federal aid to the States for educational and 
other purposes. 

The various congressional appropriations and grants-in-aid for 
education through the years have established positive evidence of 
and ample precedents for the continuing participation by the Federal 
Government in financing educational facilities and programs. 

7. Federal assumption of additional responsibility for financing 
pm is a fundamental phase of the necessary expansion of Federal 
‘unctions. 

One of the many outstanding developments in our national life 
during recent decades has been the expansion of activities of the 
Federal Government. 

The growth of great United States Departments of Agriculture 
Commerce, Labor, and Interior has evidenced the increasing Federal 
solicitude for promoting the general welfare of the Nation. The 
establishment and financing of the Extension Service of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, the nationalization of labor affairs, the estab- 
lishment of the national social security program in cooperation with 
the States, the vast program for the conservation of national re- 
sources without regard to State boundaries, are all evidences of 
increased assumption by the Federal Government of responsibilities 
that were formerly considered to be almost wholly State or local. 
The economic and social development of the Nation has made such 
Federal programs necessary. 

Likewise the development of the Nation and the requirements for 
its continued welfare and progress have made necessary Federal 
assumption of additional responsibility for financing education. A 
program of Federal participation in the provision of facilities for 
public and elementary and secondary education would be in accord 
with the principle underlying Federal grants-in-aid which have been 


meee in support of many other activities affecting the national 
welfare. 

8. A program of Federal aid to school construction could help reduce 
the great differences in educational opportunity existing among and 
within the States. 

For many years there have, been great differences in educational 
opportunity among and within the States. Available evidence indi- 
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cates that such differences will continue indefinitely unless the Federal 
Government provides some new ferm of aid to elementary and second- 

anonean in those States having the least ability to support 
schools. 

The toleration of these differences is undemocratic and un-American. 
We cannot hope to compete successfully in a ‘“‘cold’’ war with com- 
munism if we do not provide adequate opportunities for basic educa- 
tion for all the Nation’s youth. 

The full significance of the differences in educational opportunity 
cannot be expressed in statistics. However, these differences are 
impressively demonstrated by such factors as school expenditures per 
pupil, value of school property per pupil, average salary paid to 
teachers, et cetera. Detailed information concerning these and re- 
lated matters has been brought out in reports of the United States 
Office of Education and surveys made by the Research Division of 
the National Education Association. 

A few comparisons will illustrate the differences. State and local 
current expenditure a pupil in average daily attendance in full-time 
public ae and secondary day schools during the school year 
1950-51 ranged from $93 to $328. In other words, the current ex- 
Renee per pupil in one State was about 3 times that in another 

tate. Average salary per member of instructional staff varied, by 
State, from my ow of $1,545 to a high of $4,154. Capital outlay per 
pupil in average daily attendance varies widely among the States. 
1949-50 the variation ranged from $6.20 in the State having the 
lowest capital outlay to $91.79 (nearly 15 times as much) in the State 


having the highest capital ne per pupil. Average value of school 
a 


property per pupil i in average attendance varied from $152 to 
$929 in 1949-50.° 

In exceptional instances good education may be obtained in schools 
poorly y financed, and poor education may be offered in a magnificant 

ilding. But it is certain that generally a board of education can 
provide more and better schooling with more money. We get about 
what we pay for, whether we are buying clothing, automobiles, 
housing, or education. 

In many areas of the United States educational facilities are de- 
plorably inadequate. School buildings are crowded and ill-equipped. 
Books and other teaching materials are scarce or obsolete. The 
salaries offered are too low to retain well-qualified teachers. Library 
and audiovisual aids are meager or unavailable. Vocational or 
avocational courses are seldom offered, and guidance based on tests 
and measurements is nonexistent. Every year some communities 
have serious educational problems arising from sudden increases in 
enrollment. 

Every year many hundreds of thousands of the Nation’s children 
suffer major impairments in their schooling because of having poorly 

ualified teachers. Thousands of children are closed out of schools or 
classes, and thousands of others have opportunity to attend onl 
part-time schools. These factors continue to produce great inequ 
ities of educational opportunity among and within the States. A 
program of Federal aid to school construction, wherever needed, would 
afford one means of more nearly equalizing educational opportunities 
for the Nation’s children. 


5 U.8. Office of Education, Statistics of State oe gy 1949-50, Washington, Government Printing 
Office, 1952, Statistics of State School Systems, 1950-51. Processed 1 1953. 
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9. In view of the national need for adequate general education of all 
the people, it 1s unfair and disastrous to leave to the States and com- 
— the entire responsibility for providing educational facilities, 

ecause: 

(a) Some States have relatively lew ability to pay for schools.—This is 
shown by data compiled by the United States Dependent of Com- 
merce on per capita income, which is a significant measure of the 
economic ability of the people of a State. In 1952 the income per 
capita in the several States ranged from $818 to $2,260,° a difference 
of nearly 3 to 1 in the average income of the people in different States. 

The unequal distribution of economic resources among the States 
makes an equitable distribution of educational facilities supported by 
State and local taxes a matter of practical impossibility. The differ- 
ences among the States and localities in the nature and amount of their 
natural resources is very great. 

The interplay of economic, social, and political forces has made 
agriculture generally, and in some States particularly, less profitable 
for the typical family than industrial pursuits. The shifting of popu- 
lation from farms to cities has taken material wealth as well as human 
resources from areas in which agriculture is the chief occupation to 
areas engaged mainly in business and industry. 

The ability of a State to support education is clearly indicated by 
the amount of the average income payments per cid of school age 
within that State. In 1951 average income payments per child of 
school age in the several States ranged from as low as $2,890 to as 
high as $11,365.’ The highest was about four times the lowest. The 
low average income per child of school age in some States was due to 
the combination of low per capita income in these States and the larger 
proportions of the population in the 5 to 17 age group. These condi- 
tions call for Federal participation in the financing of school facilities. 

(6) Some States have relatively large numbers of children in proportion 
to the general population.—The problem of providing sufficient educa- 
tional facilities in some States is much greater because these States 
have relatively large numbers of children in proportion to the num- 
ber of adult wage earners. 

Heading the list of such States in 1950 was South Carolina, with 

501 children 5 to 17 years of age for each 1,000 people over 21 years 
old. New York, at the foot of the list, had less than half as man 
(244) children of school age for each 1 000 people over 21 years old. 
On the other hand, the income per capita in New York was about 
double the income per capita in South Carolina.*® 

Of the 16 States having the highest ratio of children to adults, 10 
were in the South; 5 of the other 6 were in the West. All but 5 of ‘the 
12 States having the lowest ratios (not countin Washington, D. C.) 
were in New England, the Middle Atlantic, or Tar West regions.° 

This geographical distribution reflects the fact that Seontie areas 
and small towns generally have a higher ratio of children to adults 
than do cities. In the rural farm population in 1950 there were 542 
children from 5 to 19 years old per 1,000 adults; for the rural nonfarm 


6 U.8. Department of Commerce, Survey ot Current Business, August 1953. 
7 ae Education Association, research division, Income Payments Per Child of School Age, by 
tate. 1 


® Computations from U. 8. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-25, No. 64, 
eae and Statistical Abstract, 1952. 
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group this was 418; and for the urban areas it was only 299. The 
educational load of the adult population was 81 percent higher on 
the farm than in the urban centers. 

Differences among the States in the relative number of children to 
be educated can be expected to continue for some time in the future. 
Statistics as to numbers of children under 5 years of age reflect the 
fact that birthrates in the areas having the heaviest educational 
burdens will continue to be much higher than in the areas having the 
lightest educational burdens. The number of children under 5 years 
of age per 1,000 adults over 20 years of age was distributed in 1950 
as follows: Urban 148, rural nonfarm 197, and rural farm 199."° 

Federal aid to school construction is particularly needed in rural 
areas, more nearly to equalize educational opportunities, and more 
fairly to distribute the economic burden of educating the future citizens 
of the country. 

(c) Much of the wealth of some States is controlled by persons or 
corporations in other States.—The people of some States which have 
comparatively low economic resources and high educational burdens 
do not even control most of the economic resources of the States in 
‘which they live. These States are a sort of colonial hinterland for 
the great industrial and commercial centers of other States. In these 
centers resides the ownership or control of much of the oil, sulfur, 
timber and electric power, and many of the plantations in other States. 
This situation has made it difficult for some States to tax fairly the 
wealth and income produced within their own borders. 

The extent to which economic power and the control of industry 
transcend State boundaries is clearly shown by the fact that approxi- 


mately half of the corporate wealth of the United States is owned by 
severa) hundred corporations.“ Most of the business of the Nation is 
interstate. According to tax experts the outside ownership of prop- 
erty, the interstate character of business, and the highly centralized 
oe and control of corporate wealth reduce the revenue-raising 


ability of many States. These factors also often make the levyin 

and collecting of taxes by a State on some of the greatest potentia 
sources of revenue practically impossible. Corporate devices, the 
undue influence of corporation lawyers in State legislatures, and the 
impossibility of collecting personal income taxes from residents of 
other States seriously handicap some of the States in raising public 
revenue. 

The problem is aggravated by competition among the States in 
fixing tax rates on business. One State hesitates to exceed the rates 
fixed by another State. On the other hand, Federal taxes do not 
disturb the equilibrium of competitive conditions, and the Federal 
Government is not hampered by interstate limitations. 

A program of Federal aid to school construction would allocate back 
to the poorer States some of the money drawn from the major sources 
of taxation. This would reduce some of the educational-finances 
problems of the States. 

A very large percentage of every dollar produced in some States 

oes to the people of other States as a result of nonresident ownerships. 
his fact largely accounts for the lack of ability of some States to 


—— 


10 Computed from 1950 U. 8. Census of Population, U. 8. Summary, Detailed Characteristics 
11 U. 8. Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income for 1947, Pt. 2. 
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provide adequate educational facilities. It is only fair that the 
Federal Government through its taxing power should return to the 
States thus affected a part of the income produced within them to 
—_ pay for the provision of facilities for the education of their 
children. 

(d) In general, the poorer States are making greater efforts to support 
schools than the wealthier .—Not only is less effort required of the 
richer States to support good schools, but generally these States 
actually make less effort to do so. As a whole, the poorer States 
expend larger proportions of their fiscal abilities and their tax revenues 
for education than the richer States. 

During the school year 1950-51 the percents of total income pay- 
ments expended for education varied considerably among the States, 
ranging from 1.75 percent to 3.70 percent. Several ‘of the States 
made nearly or over twice the effort made by the State which spent 
the lowest percentage of total mcome payments to support elementary 
and aeauiiias schools. In general, the data support the conclusion 
that although the States having higher average income may expend 
larger amounts of money for schools, the percent of such income 
devoted to schools gradually diminishes as income increases.” 

Some persons have said that if all the States would ‘‘put their fiscal 
houses in order” all of them could provide good schools. This argu- 
ment against Federal aid to the States for school facilities is refuted 
by the fact that the States which, according to standards set by the 
best fiscal experts, have done the best jobs of modernizing their State 
tax systems, are among the poorest States. If some of the rich States 
would levy the same taxes at the same rates that some of the poor 
States levy, they would raise twice as much revenue as they now raise. 

Data on per capita income by States, published by the United 
States Department of Commerce in 1952, show that the Southern 
States are still relatively poor States. Let us see from the record 
whether the need for Federal aid in financing school facilities in these 
States is due to a failure on their part to “put fiscal houses in order’ 
and make sufficient effort to provide good schools. 

The best organization of local school administrative units, with 
few exceptions, exists in the South. About half the consolidated 
schools in the Nation are located in this region. The Southern States 
lead the Nation in the extent to which they depend upon State rather 
than local support of public schools. The majority of the Southern 
States compare favorably with any of the other States and excel most 
of them in methods of distributing school funds. The qualifications 
of teachers, as shown by requirements for licenses to teach, are about 
the same as for the rest of the Nation. 

Most of the Southern States are included among those which have 
done most to modernize their systems of taxation. As measured by 
the diversity of taxes, sources utilized, and rates levied the Southern 
States rank above most of the other States. Not only do they levy 
death taxes, income taxes, luxury taxes, and the like, but they lay the 
highest tax rates on gasoline, cigarettes, inheritances, and middle-class 
incomes. In comparison with the rest of the Nation they have “put 
their fiscal houses in order,” as regards taxation.” 

12 National Education Association, research division, Percent of Income Spent for Schools by State. 
Washington, D.C..1 


13 U. 8. Bureau of the Census, Compendium of State Government Finances, 1952, and Prentice-Hall 
State Tax Guide Service, 1953. : 
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These facts show that Federal] assistance and not greater effort or 
sacrifices on the part of people living in these States is required to 
provide the needed school facilities. 

10. There is a great need for a general program of Federal aid to school 
construction." 

Findings from the school facilities survey authorized by title I of 
Public Law 815, 81st Congress, have shown the serious shortage of 
school facilities throughout the Nation. The survey has shown that 
a very large percentage of the Nation’s school buildings are old and 
unsafe, and that there is a critical need for new construction through- 
out the Nation. 

About 40 percent of the schools now in use were built before 1920 
and are inadequate for present-day needs. An average of 2 out of 
every 5 buildings has fire and sanitation hazards. 

The need for new construction of public elementary and secondary 
school an is staggering. The school facilities survey revealed 
a need, as of September 1952, equivalent to that of a 1-story building, 
50 feet wide, extending from New York City to San Francisco, Calif. 
The survey also indicates that only about one-half of the funds needed 
for school construction could be provided by the States and local 
communities through a maximum utilization of bonding and taxing 
capacities. It is obvious that Federal participation in financing 
school construction would be necessary to meet the Nation’s 
requirements. 

n August 1953 the late United States Commissioner of Education, 
Lee M. Thurston, declared that in the fall of 1953 the United States 
would be short about 345,000 public elementary and secondary 
classrooms and related facilities. 

The present crucial shortage of school facilities consists of the 
backlog of construction postponed during 20 years of depression and 
war, plus the subsequent delay of construction due to inflation and 
local finance problems. 

It is known that public elementary and secondary-school enrollment 
will reach new high peaks in the years immediately ahead. The 
schoolhousing shortage is becoming more critical year by year. The 
need for Federal assistance to school construction is great and urgent. 

11. Partial discharge of the Federal responsibility in education 
through a program of aid to school construction in needy areas would be 
Seamer with our principles of government, and would be feasible and 
effective. 

It is an accepted principle of our American Government that wealth 
and income should be taxed wherever found and the revenue expended 
for public services wherever needed. Federal aid to school con- 
struction is thoroughly compatible with that principle, which is so 
axiomatic as to require no defense. To deny the principle would be 
to undermine the very foundations of the financial support of Gov- 
ernment by the people. Any other point of view must be based 
upon the assumption that taxes on any group or locality should be 
in proportion to the benefits received. Economists have pointed out 


that a republic cannot be administered on any such basis. 


14 Ch. IV objectively reports the findings from the National School Facilities Survey and other studies 
concerning the needs for schoo] construction throughout the United States, without argument as to how 
the needs should be met. 
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Legislation establishing a general program of Federal aid to school 
construction could be simple and easy to administer. Distribution 
of Federal funds could be fairly made on the basis of an objective 
formula so that the Federal assistance would be in proportion to 
the need. 

The program could be administered by the United States Office of 
Education, which has had long and successful experience in adminis- 
tering grants-in-aid to the States. Since 1888 it has administered 
annual money grants to agricultural colleges, and since 1918 money 
grants to secondary schools for vocational training. It has also 
administered or participated in administering other grants-in-aid for 
educational purposes, particularly in times of national emergency. 
All this has been done without any undesirable influence over education 
by the United States Office of Education. 

Federal funds supplementing the State and local outlays for school 
construction would unquestionably help provide for more and better 
school buildings. It has already been pointed out that these are 
sorely needed. With Federal assistance, many communities would 
carry out school-construction programs not otherwise possible to 


em. 

If the Federal Government would provide aid for school construe- 
tion and equipment wherever needed, the States and communities 
would be able to devote more of their resources to other educational 
purposes. The Federal program would therefore have the effect of 
raising the standard of elementary and secondary education through- 
out the Nation. 

12. The argument that some of the States have “‘surplus’’ funds which 


could be used to finance adequate school facilities is invalid. 

The concept of “surplus” as used in a consideration of State finances 
is of controversial significance. Many economists object to the use 
of the term in this connection on the grounds that it has no definite 
meaning. Others contend that balances in State treasuries can never 
be regarded as “‘surpluses”’ since such funds are usually held in trust 
for specific purposes and large amounts are conserved for long-range 
obligations. Existing State legislation usually provides for the use 
of all State funds. ten there is no general State “‘surplus’’ because 
tax revenues are related to the purposes for which the taxes are levied. 

Although revenue, includi ederal grants, received in 1952 
exceeded expenditures in most States, the excess was generally insig- 
nificant in comparison with the debts of those States. Such revenue 
received by all the States in 1952 exceeded their expenditures by about 
$931 million. However, the debts of all the States outstanding at 
the end of the fiscal year 1952 amounted to over $6,874 million.” 

Most of the State “surpluses” that exist are in the wealthier States 
and are not available for the support of education in the States which 
have the greatest need for Federal aid to school construction. The 
remaining State balances, which developed from abnormal economic 
conditions during and following World War II, cannot be expected 
to meet the continuous and growing needs of the Nation for more 
and better school buildings and equipment. 


15 U.S. Bureau of the Census. Compendium of State Government Finances in 1952. 
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13. A program of Federal aid to school construction, wherever needed, 
would establish no basis for any fear of standardization of education or 
regimentation of the minds of the people. ; . 

It is an established principle in our Federal-State relationships 
that the Federal Government can and should cooperate with the 
States in promoting interests of highest importance to both State 
and Nation. There is no basis for any claim that cooperation between 
the Federal and State Governments in a program of school construc- 
tion would lead toward Federal control of education. Such a claim 
would impute motives that do not exist to those who favor such a 
policy of Federal-State cooperation, and would ignore past experie.ces 
and constitutional and statutory prohibitions of Federal control. 

Federal assurance of auditing—seeing that the funds are disbursed 
honestly and in good faith—is of course desirable. Obviously there 
should be safeguards against the eat of school funds for other 
purposes, or other misuse of the Federal ane However, control 
over education itself would be reserved entirely to the States and 
localities. The mere utilization in part of Federal sources of revenue 
for the purpose of school construction would give the Federal Guvern- 
ment no opportunity or means of controlling instruction in the schoc|s. 

There can never be Federal control of education through Federal 
aid to the States under our constitutional government. If our 
country were totalitarian then we would have control of education 
by the central government. But in order to become totalitarian, 
America would have to abandon the traditions and principles of 
government that keep us free. That we will never do. 

Our Nation is in far greater danger from its lack of provisions for 
the adequate education of all our people than from an attempt to 
remedy our educational deficiences ugh customary and con- 
stitutional means. 

14. Establishment of a general program of Federal aid to the States 
for school construction would lessen the possibility of Federal control 
of education in the United States, as is shown by the following facts: 

(a) For a number of years the Federal policy of administering certain 
educational programs through noneducational agencies has been develup- 
ing undesirable Federal influence over specific areas of education.—Be- 
cause we bave left to the States and localities the responsibility for 
providing education in general, and the States and localities have been 
unable adequately to ne the responsibility, our national needs 
in this field, particularly in the sphere of national defense, have not 
been met. Consequently, in order to carry out their duties affecting 
the national welfare, noneducational Federal agencies have necessarily 
undertaken large programs in the field of education. In many cases 
the Federal agencies have entirely financed and controlled these 
programs, which have had far-reaching influences over other educa- 
tional programs and policies throughout the United States. 

During the depression of the 1930’s the Federal Government made 
relief funds available to the schools, but prescribed detailed condi- 
tions for the use of the funds. Thus Federal relief agencies gained 
control of vital phases. of school policy—such as determining the 
salaries of individual teachers. In the case of kindergartens and 
adult education, instead of making funds available to established 
State educational agencies, the Federal Government established 
parallel and to some extent duplicating agencies in the States. These 
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Federal agencies controlled certain aspects of educational policy in 
the States. For several years the Public Works Administration, 
which dealt directly with communities, controlled school-buildi 
construction in this country—often encouraging the construction o 
buildings contrary to the recommendations of the State educational 
authorities. The National Youth Administration set up schools 
which competed directly with the established vocational schools in 
the States. 

Under provisions of the Lanham Act, during World War II the 
Public Works Administration gave aid to many communities which 
were overburdened with problems due to sudden influxes of popula- 
tion. The Federal assistance was necessary under the circumstances. 
However, in ing out educational phases of the program the 
Federal Works ney largely searmied. the recommendations of 
State agencies and established many objectionable controls. 

In all these instances the Federal Government, instead of pro- 
viding for the administration of funds by established Federal and State 
educational agencies, has followed a policy leading to control of educa- 
tion by noneducational Federal agencies. 

Today many primarily noneducational agencies of the. Federal 
Government are financing and administering large programs in the 
field of education. The National Advisory Committee on Education 
(1929), the Advisory Committee on Education (1936), the (Hoover) 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment (1947) and other governmental and nongovernmental groups 
have drawn attention to the extensiveness of Federal activities in the 
field of education other than aid to the States for the support of educa- 
tion in general. If the Federal Government would support a general 
program of aid to the States for the construction of school buildings, 
wherever needed, an indirect result would be a diminution of the 
necessity for noneducational Federal agencies to administer and con- 
trol specific educational programs. 

(b) The tendency toward continuation and expansion of Federal con- 
trols over education is shown in the continuing proposals for a “universal 
military training’ program.—At intervals over a period of years 
certain pressure groups and prominent persons have urged the 
Congress to establish a universal military training or a universal train- 
ing program. It is significant that the word ‘‘military” has been 
omitted in some instances. In general the proposal has been for a 
federally financed and administered educational program, with em- 
phasis on military training, for all the Nation’s youth, who meanwhile 
would remain civilians. 

Such an establishment would indeed put the Federal Government in 
the business of education, with unlimited control and influence over 
the minds of youth for an extended period. The program would be 
administered ty the Department of Defense or some other Federal 

ency. It would be a further step of great length in the direction 
of F ederal control over education. In this respect it would be leading 
further in the opposite direction from reducing Federal influence over 
education by partly drawing from Federal sources of revenue for the 

rovision of educational facilities to be utilized by the States and 
ocalities. 

(c) Adoption of a Federal policy of aid to the States for school construc- 
tion would be a step in the direction of greater control of education by the 
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States and localities—In order successfully to perform its functions 
the Federal Government must consider the educational needs of the 
Nation and assure that these needs are met. If it expands the 
administration of special educational programs by noneducational 
Federal agencies, Federal influences over education will inevitably 
increase. The only way to avoid Federal control is to establish a 
Federal policy and comprehensive program of support of education 
through grants-in-aid to the States for educational programs princi- 
pally administered and controlled by the States. Enactment of a 
program of Federal aid to the States for school construction, wherever 
needed, would be a long step in this right direction. 


B. Arguments Against Feperat Arm For Scnoon Construction 


1. According to the Federal Constitution and tradition in the United 
States, provision for educational facilities is a local, State, and private 
concern. 

Under the tenth amendment to the Constitution, the powers not 
delegated to the Federal Government and not prohibited to the 
States are reserved to the States respectively or to the people. Since 
the Constitution makes no mention of education, many authorities 
consider that the Congress has no power or responsibility to provide 
for it in any way. 

Traditionally, provision for education is not a proper function of the 
Federal Government. It is unreasonable to assume that because the 
Federal Government has a Department of Agriculture, for example, 
it should also have a Department of Education. Agriculture is an 
essential to human life and involves interstate problems; education is 
only an essential of civilization and does not necessarily involve 
interstate problems. 

The course of reasoning that under the general-welfare clause of 
the Constitution the Con is obliga to promote education 
disregards the attitude of the Founding Fathers. The framers of the 
Constitution refused to make the Federal Government responsible 
for education. Provisions for general education have ever since been 
reserved to the States and localities. The common good is best 
advanced not by assumption of Federal responsibility in all: fields but by 
sustaining the freedom of action by States and communities, organiza- 
tions, and individuals. 

Provision for public-school facilities is an obligation of the States 
and their local subdivisions under our constitutional system, and is 
not an obligation of the Federal Government. Authority for any 
subsidy of public education would have to be based upon the Federal 
spending power. Federal subsidies to the States for matters which 
are clearly not within the jurisdiction of the Federal Government are 
not justifiable on the grounds that the States are unable to finance 
adequately the activities which are constitutionally assigned to them. 

It is true that the taxing powers of the States are somewhat limited 
and that under unusual conditions the Federal Government may be in 
a better position to raise money where it should be raised than are the 
States. On this assumption the Federal Government entered ex- 
tensively into the financing of relief during the depression of the 
1930’s. There was need of a tremendous new expenditure for which 
no place was made in the State system of finances. Under the cir- 
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cumstances the States were unable to raise the sums needed. How- 
ever, as the emergency declined, the Federal Government gradually 
withdrew its aid. 

There is no comparable emergency today in the financing of school 
construction. In nearly every State and locality financing schools 
have been given a prior consideration in dividing the funds available 
for public services. If the States and localities cannot finance schools 
they cannot finance any State or local activities. Some communities 
are able to vote additional levies upon themselves if they feel more 
money is needed for educational facilities. The people want home 
financing of their schools because this assures home control of 
them. In an address on October 10, 1951, former President Herbert 
Hoover said: ‘‘Public education is a grassroots enterprise—the Fed- 
eral Government has had no important part in its origin, its growth, 
or in its administration.” * 

2. In any program of Federal aid to school construction, some Federal 
control would be inevitable from the outset, with attendant evils. 

Under any sound plan of distributing Federal. funds for school 
facilities a reasonable supervision of accounting for the use of the 
funds would be required. Any administrative procedure would in- 
volve furnishing evidence of usage of the funds in accordance with 
Federal policies. 

Federal subsidization of any provision for education requires a choice 
between the horns of a vicious dilemma. Either the subsidies must 
be offered without supervision of their usage, or the subsidies must be 
made available with definite controls. In the first case the Federal 
Government would have no assurance that the funds would be used 
to accomplish the intended purpose. In the second case there would 
be long-distance interference with the provisions made for education 
by persons responsible for its administration in the several States. 
One horn of the dilemma represents possible waste of Federal funds 
comparable to the dissipation of the early land and monetary grants 
for the support of education in the States formed from the public 
domain. The other horn of the dilemma represents the probability 
of Federal interference with educational policies saibatailn to that 
resulting from the Smith-Hughes Act. 

Since it would be utterly unreasonable to provide Federal aid with- 
out some Federal control over the use of funds, some measure of 
Federal control may be assumed from the outset. The evils of Federal 
control are too well known to require review in detail. It should be 
recognized in this connection that there are no virtues in Federal 
control which do not reside entirely or largely in State control. Any 
Federal leadership must be drawn from the same sources as State and 
local leadership. 

Usually an act of Congress providing for Federal grants-in-aid allows 
considerably more leeway in the administration of Federal funds than 
the specified rules and regulations otherwise permit. In their attempts 
to administer the law effectively, Federal administrators may find 
loopholes through which they can enforce changes in State and local 
school plans and programs. Aggressive Federal officials or spineless 
State and local officials may subvert legislation which is sound in 
intent. The ultimate result may be unintended Federal control." 

%® Washington Star, October 10, 1951. 


17 National Conference of Professors of Educational Administration, Problemsand Issues in Public School 
Finance, New York, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1952, 
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For example, in administering the GI bill providing educational 
benefits for veterans of World War II, the Federal administrators at 
first exerted themselves to avoid influence on State agencies accrediting 
and ae on-the-job training. However, the utter inequality of 
opportunity offered veterans in different States eventually caused the 
Veterans’ Administration to place representatives in every State to 
try to obtain some degree of consistency in the State offerings. 

Experience with the vocational education acts points to the fact 
that some degree of Federal control eventuates from any administra- 
tion of federally allocated funds. Some Federal influence over educa- 
tion would inevitably creep into any program of Federal aid to school 
construction. 

A program of Federal aid to school construction would lead to a 
widespread and undesirable standardization of school buildings, 
crowding out the present system which better meets the varying needs 
of individual States and communities. It would discourage initiative 
and experimentation. It would open the door for Federal participation 
in financing education in general. The ultimate result might be politi- 
cal control of our national life through the regimentation of our 
national thought. 

The evils of centralized control of education under communism are 
known to all informed people. All the dictatorships of the twentieth 
century have used highly centralized provisions for education as a 
means of establishing and maintaining power. Within recent years the 
control of education by central governments in Europe in some cases 
has substituted for education the indoctrination of whole peoples in 
the ideologies of the relatively small groups in power. 

In January 1953 the president of the Association of American 
Colleges pointed out that: ‘“‘Whoever and whatever controls education 
controls all of life. Whoeverseeks dictatorship starts with education.” ® 

There is a distinct menace to the centralization in the National 
Government of any large scheme with extensive financial resources 
affecting education. Abnormal power to mold and standardize and 
crystallize, which would go with the dollars, would be damaging to 
State and local government aspiration and self-respect. The damage 
would outweigh the value of the financial aid received. 

We cannot rise higher than our source; and our source in govern- 
ment is local. The community builds citizenship and the fiber and 
force of the Nation. Aid from afar is harmful to the initiative and 
self-reliance requisite for the building of character in a community. 

The function of the National Government is not to supply funds for 
financing school construction or any other provisions for education, 
but to develop methods and ideals to be offered to the communities 
for consideration on their merits. The National Government can also 
help by giving widespread information on procedures, by reporting 
what is occurring with respect to education in different parts of the 
country and of the world, and by unifying the objectives of education 
insofar as unification is desirable. 

With this kind of national leadership great gains are possible in 
our whole educational system. The objectives of those who seek the 
greatest possible advantages for all from education can be accom- 
plished without disturbing the initiative and responsibility of State 


18 Wall Street Journal, Jan. 12, 1953. 


57976—55——8 





SS iy 





























108 FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


and local units of government. Establishment of a program of Fed- 
eral support of ool construction would disturb State and local 
initiative and responsibility. 

3. There is not sufficient need for a program of Federal aid to school 
construction. ; 

The oe eatest public-school program in the world has been om 
in the United States by apes State and local agencies he 
States are assuming increasing ngly heavy responsibilities for educational 
needs, but they are utilizing only a small proportion of their resources 
for this purpose. In 1944-45 the percent of income spent by all the 
States for schools was only 1.5 percent; in 1950-51 it was only 2 per- 
cent.” 

The conclusion that we need not be hasty about a the Federal 
Government participate in the provision of school facilities is sup- 
ported by the evidence of rapid improvement in public educational 
facilities in every State. 

There has been much progress in State and local administration of 
school funds. The principles of State school support have been clari- 
fied. Effective methods of distributing State school funds have been 
developed. 

As a result of the increase in State support for schools, the burden 
of State and local taxes is more e eee 4 distributed, and more ade- 
quate revenues are available for all school purposes. 

The arguments for Federal participation in providing for public 
education are becoming weaker every year. Gains in industry and in 
the income of the people which began during World War II in the 
Southern and the Plains States are continuing. The following extract 
from an address by Gov. J. Strum Thurmond of South Carolina 
on March 31, 1950, impressively sets forth the evidences of the lack of 
need for Federal assistance in financing school construction or any 
other provisions for public education in the South generally, and in 
one Southern State in particular. Governor Thurmond sai 

It is a strange sight, indeed, to witness a Federal Government pudity burdened 
with $260 billion in debts, proposing to extend financial aid to States whose bud- 
gets are without exception in a sounder position than its own. 

The standing debt of all the 48 States, added together, is about $2,500 million, 
Thus, the debt of the Federal Government is already 100 times greater than of 
all the States put together. 

Yet some people are asking Uncle Sam to go further into debt in order to — 
all of the States in the Union, including our own State of South Carolina, whic 
owes not a dime in the world not cover by cash on hand or self-liquidating bonds. 

The low income of the Southern States meaoonpes them in the past in sup- 

rting their schools to the extent that other States have. The picture, however, 
is rapidly changing. In 1940 the 16 richest States had 46 percent more income 
than the 16 poorest States. In 1947 those 16 richest States had only 14 percent 
more income than the 16 poorest. All indications are that this differential be- 
tween the South and other States will continue to be cut down. 

Our greatest hope is for additional support for our schools in South Carolina’s 
amazing economic Sear during the last few years. Our State today is in 
an era of economic growth such as we have never known before. Our per capita 
income is rising steadily. Our industrial potential is expanding faster than that 
of any other State in the Nation. Our agricultural might is growing, and most 
recently in the livestock field. 

As a result of this economic development, our ability to pay for education is 
steadily increasing. The day is not too distant when our growing wealth will 
permit a vastly improved public-school program. We are already doing a far 


1® National Education Association, Research Division, Percent of Income Spent for Schools, by State, 
1952. 
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better job than we did a few years back. Our expenditures for public schools 
have more than tripled in the t 3 years. A survey by the Council of State 
Governments shows that South Carolina was the second highest State in the 
Nation in the percentage by which we increased our expenditures for education 
in 1948, as compared with 1938. Our increase was 41 percent higher than the 
national average.” 


During the period from 1947 to 1951 the percent increase in per 
capita income payments was greater in most of the Southern States 
than the average for the United States. Whereas the national 
average increase was 22.5 percent, the increase in per capita income 
payments during this period was, for example, in Louisiana, 31.8 
percent; in South Carolina, 30.4 percent; in Texas, 27.8 percent; and 
in Virginia, 30.4 percent.” 

The idea that the Southern States have the poorest economic conditions and 
the highest school population increases confronting them dates back to the depres- 
sion period. All observative studies of the last decade have shown the South to 
be the area of most rapid economic expansion in the country and at the same time 
with a lesser education problem in terms of numbers than that faced by many 
other regions in the country. The current Bureau of Census statistics and those 
in the regional office of vital statistics reveal that elementary-school-age popula- 
tions will increase between 1952 and 1960, 21 percent in the Southern, 24 percent 
in the Northeastern, 31 percent in the Northern Central, and 33 percent in the 
Western States. The same sources reveal that the high-school-age population 
will increase 52 percent in the Southern States, 61 percent in the Northeastern 
States, 66 percent in the Northern Central States, and 77 percent in the Western 
States between 1952 and 1964.” 

These increases are critical and challenge the people to dip into their own re- 
sources as never before to build and support schools. The terrific rise in the vol- 
ume of school construction, the expenditures per pupil, and the salary of teachers 
testifies to the meeting of that challenge—without Federal aid except in those 
areas where the Federal Government’s extensive operation has materially con- 
tributed to the general enrollment increases .** 


Any claim that the Federal Government might give to any States 
funds which they themselves cannot raise for school construction is 
illogical. For example, if Indiana has resources which the Federal 
Government can tap to pay for school buildings, then the people of 
Indiana can likewise tap these resources. 

Giving Federal aid to the States for school construction would be 
merely a way of bypassing existing State laws limiting local taxing 
and bonding power. If bypassing is preferable to changing those 
laws, any State can do the bypassing itself. Several States have done 
so by the simple expedient of establishing a State building authority. 
This agency builds and rents new buildings to local school boards or 
otherwise enables them to circumvent statutory limitations. 

4. If there is any real “‘crisis’’ in education it is the shortage of com- 
petent teachers; this “crisis” is not very great, and would be only indirectly 
and slightly alleviated by Federal participation in financing school 
construction. 

It cannot be denied that there is a nationwide shortage of com- 
petent teachers. The shortage is obvious from available data on the 
number of teachers employed on emergency or substandard licenses— 
persons who cannot qualify for standard, professional teachers’ certifi- 
cates. However, it is equally obvious that a direct Federal subsidizing 

20 Congressional Record, Apr. 21, 1950, p. A3043. 
21 National Education Association, research division, Per Capita Income Payments by State, November 
My Letter from the assistant manager, department of education, Chamber of Commerce of the United 


States, to the author of this report. 
%3 Jbid. 
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of teacher training and teachers’ salaries would provide a wide path to 
regimentation of education. For this reason proposals for Federal 
aid to school construction have been advanced by some persons on the 
basis of the claim that Federal assistance of this kind would enable the 
States and localities to give more support to other provisions for edu- 
cation, including increases in teachers’ salaries. This would be, how- 
ever, an indirect and ineffectual approach to the problem. 

The crisis in education due to teacher shortage is no greater than 
the crisis of need in other fields affecting the national welfare. Exam- 
ples of such fields are diet, housing, and medicine. Many of the argu- 
ments for Federal aid for school construction could be applied with 
similar force in favor of Federal assistance to States and localities in 
these other fields. 

Effective measures for reducing the shortage of competent teachers 
are being taken by the States and localities. In the school year 
1952-53 there was a nationwide increase of 5 percent above 1951-52 
in the average salary of teachers. In the same year there was also a 
decrease of about 6,000 in the number of teachers employed on sub- 
standard certificates throughout the Nation. 

5. Increased spending by the Federal Government for school construc- 
tion, a service ordinarily left to other units of government, would be unwise 
from a financial and administrative standpoint. . 

Inauguration of a program of general Federal aid to school construc- 
tion would further demoralize the Federal budget at a time when 
the national debt is mounting to unprecedented figures. 

This is no time for the Federal Government to assume greater 
financial burdens. The national debt (subject to debt limitations) at 
the end of October 1953 was $272.9 billion,™ which was $2,773 of 
Federal debt for each of our 98.4 million civilians of voting age in 
1952.% The Federal budget deficit for the fiscal year 1953 was $9.4 
billions. At the end of August 1953, the new cumulative deficit for 
the fiscal year 1954 was $4.2 billions.’ 

In contrast to the enormous Federal debt of $259.2 billion * at the 
end of the fiscal year 1952 the total outstanding State debts at that 
time amounted to only $6.9 billions.” 

The squeeze for more money to operate the Federal Government 
became so acute in the 83d Congress, Ist session, that a proposal was 
made to raise the national debt limit above the $275 billion statutory 
debt ceiling.*° However, the Congress, cognizant of the people’s 
attitude, refused to pass a law permitting the Federal Government 
to exceed the statutory limit. 

When a great new program such as social security has been intro- 
duced into Government it has been found necessary to have the new 
activity in part federally financed. However, education is not a new 
activity; on the contrary it has been conducted for over 200 years by 
local government. The people of each district take more interest in 
schools than in any other form of government—local, State or Federal. 

* Nation Education Associition. research division, Advance Estimates of Public Elementary and 
gernnd wry Schools for the School Year 1952-53. Novenber 1952. 


% U.S. Treasury Daily Statement, October 31, 1953. 
7% U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports: Population Estimates, Series P-25, Aug. 


31. 1953. 

- rs - Council of Economic Advisors, Economic Indicators, September 1953, p. 31. 

* U.S. Bureau of the Census, Compendium of State Government Finances in 1952, p. 41. 

30 National Debt Limit—Messige of the President of the United States, H. Doc. 220, 83d Cong., 1st sess. 
Congressional Record, July 30, 1953, pp. 10826-10827. 
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The Federal Government has undertaken many new activities 
within recent years. Regardless of whether or not the underlying 
purposes of most of them are worthy, the administrative assimilation 
of these programs into the Federal structure has been problematical. 
It seems unwise for the Federal Government to undertake another 
large administrative task until it has digested or ejected a part of what 
has already been bitten off. Certainly until the budget is balanced 
it would be unwise for the Federal Government to take on another 
source of large, continuing expenditure. 

The proposal for Federal aid to school construction, like proposals 
for other forms of Federal aid to education, is based upon the assump- 
tion that spending more money for education would improve it. 
This conclusion is open to question. Even though provisions for 
education in some places may be handicapped by lack of funds, there 
are other means for improving education besides Federal grants-in-aid. 

The establishment of a system of Federal aid to school construction 
would embark the Federal Government upon a gradually increasing 
expenditure from which it would never be relieved. No matter how 
much richer the States might become, they would never again be willing 
to reassume the whole burden. Having yielded to a strong pressure 
- ee would be unable to resist continuing pressure of the same 

nd. 

The advocacy of a general program of Federal aid to school con- 
struction is a proposal for a fundamental change in Federal-State-local 
governmental policy. It should never be considered except in relation 
to the whole question of the relationships of our Federal, State, and 
local governments. 

6. Federal grants-in-aid to school construction would probably be 
largely misused or wasted. 

here is no assurance that Federal funds apportioned to States or 
localities for school construction would be used wisely or economically. 
Various previous grants for educational purposes, such as those pro- 
vided for the National Youth Administration or those authorized by 
the Lanham Act have been largely wasted. The administration by 
the Veterans’ Administration of Federal funds appropriated for the 
education of veterans of World War II under the GI bill was so waste- 
ful as to create a national scandal. The House Select Committee 
which investigated the program concluded that ‘hundreds of millions 
of dollars’ were “frittered away on worthless training.’’ The General 
Accounting Office reported after a careful study that it found either 
fraud or questionable practices in relation to the program being carried 
out at 65 percent of the institutions whose dealings with the Veterans’ 
Administration it probed.* 

Because of the remoteness of their origin, the Federal funds would 
be subject to less responsible use. The “easy come—easy go’’ attitude 
would be encouraged by the grants-in-aid. In many localities, money 
emanating from what would be regarded as an outside source would 
be spent less wisely than funds raised locally. The Federal grants 
would often be expended with little popular concern about the effec- 
tiveness of the expenditure in providing more and better school 
buildings and equipment. 


3! Shalett, Sidney, How Our Tax Dollars Are Wasted, Saturday Evening Post, May 24, 1952, p..12. 
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7. Federal aid to school construction would tend to perpetuate tradi- 
tional legal shackles to increased efficiency in State and local adminis- 
tration of education. 

Some educators and politicians have drawn attention to political, 
traditional, and, in some instances, legal bars to improving the effi- 
ciency of State school systems. Generally these shackles affect school 
construction. For example a law limiting the size of a school district 
may prevent needed consolidation. 

More frequently a block to consolidation may occur in the form of 
a requirement that a favorable majority vote be gained in each of the 
several school districts considering reorganization. In such a case, 
a few votes may prevent a sorely needed consolidation. Federal aid 
to school construction might ae less obvious the need for changing 
such laws, and might thus tend to perpetuate undesirable restrictions, 

Some States have placed upon themselves restrictions which make 
difficult their investment in education in proportion to their ability 
or the desires of their people. Examples are the States having home- 
stead exemption acts which reduce revenue. More damaging shackles 
to school construction are the limits on tax levies or bonded indebted- 
ness which exists in many States. Obviously a promise of Federal 
aid to school construction, however unnecessary or inadequate to 
solve the problem, would delay action to remove such restrictions. 

These obstructions to the provision of more and better school 
facilities can be corrected only through State leadership and State 
legislation. Furthermore, the prejudices and traditions which pre- 
vent the efficient use of school funds can only be corrected “at home.” 
Uneconomical administrative measures resulting from lack of con- 
solidation of districts, or a tradition of favoring ‘‘private’’ schools, 
should be regarded as luxuries to be financed by their advocates. 
Other States should not be expected to help support such inefficiencies 
via the Federal Treasury. 

There are many inequities in the assessment of property and in 
local tax rates in many States, and between States. While some 
States are using 10 to 12 sources of revenue to support education, 
other States are using only 1 or 2 sources for this purpose. Only by 
arousing the citizenry to the needs of education can potential increases 
in school support and efficiency in using that support be brought about 
in most of these States. Political, cultural, and financial obstructive 
influences can be overcome. Where good schools are lacking, people 
are learning that the cause is sometimes a combination of inequity 
and inefficiency. 

Some States have recently taken action to remove shackles or other- 
wise expedite school construction. For example, in the November 
1952 elections, California, Florida, and Georgia voted to increase 
State aid to construction of schools.** Other States have voted to 
raise the limitations on bond issues. Establishment of a program of 
en aid to school construction would slow down progress of this 

in 

A publication of the United States Office of Education in 1950 de- 
clared that nearly every State had some public-school finance prac- 
tices which might be seriously questioned.* The publication stated 
that many of these practices were tending to perpetuate existing 

32 ap nies Schools in 1953, American School Board Journal, Janua 


ral Security Agency, Office of —— Public School Fine Finance Programs of the 48 States, 
Washin gton, D. C., Government Printing Office. 1 








FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 113 


conditions and indirectly penalize improvements regardless of the 
desirability of these improvements. 

Articles in the New York Times in October 1952, drew attention to 
the frequent control of school funds by local politicians and interference 
by local politicians in the management of the schools.* Under such 
Gieieuntilantien it is inevitable that localities will have disorderly fiscal 
houses which they should put in order before calling for Federal aid. 

8. A general program of Federal aid to school construction would 
unfairly take money from some States to support schools in other States. 

In the final analysis, Federal subsidization of school construction 
would be a device to siphon funds from States presumed to be ‘‘rich’’ 
into States presumed to be “poor.” This would be an unfair procedure. 

The chief item in the financial budgets of States and localities is the 
expenditure for education. Some States and communities make great 
financial sacrifices to maintain reasonably high standards of education. 
Because they wish their offspring to have a particular kind of training 
which public schools cannot provide, many citizens of meager income 
sacrifice to send their children to private schools. There is no prin- 
ciple of justice on which people in communities supporting good public 
and private schools should be forced to pay additional taxes to build 
schools in other States or communities unwilling to burden themselves 
to obtain adequate educational facilities. 

The best educational facilities exist in communities in which the 
valuation on real estate for tax purposes is high and the tax rate is 
also high. Likewise the poorest provisions for education are found in 
communities in which the valuation on real estate for tax purposes is 
low and the tax rate is also low. Why punish the communities which 
are making financial sacrifices for good schools by demanding that 
they contribute to school construction in communities making less 
effort to build their own schools? 

There are very great differences in the tax systems of the 48 States 
and their political subdivisions. The ratio of true value to assessed 
value of property varies widely. In some places it is 4 or 5 times 
greater than in other localities.“ Some States have income taxes and 
others do not; some have sales taxes and others have not. In many 
States the revenues from the different types of taxes go into the general 
fund from which appropriations are made to maintain the educational 
system. You cannot define a “poor” State needing Federal aid for 
school construction unless you take into account the burdens already 
assumed by some States and communities for educational purposes and 
the burdens that other States and communities have refused to assume 
for such purposes. 

Some States and communities are “poor’’ merely in the sense that 
their tax values and tax rates are low. Before having additional taxes 
imposed upon them to help finance such a local function as school 
construction in other States, the people of the “rich’”’ States have a 
right to demand that the people of the “poor” States assume an equal 
burden of taxation for educational purposes. 

9. Federal aid to school construction would not bring about equalization 
of educational opportunity, which would be impossible. 

Proponents of Federal aid to school construction have claimed that 
it would help equalize educational opportunity. However, true 


enmant 9 1063, pe Internal and External Politics Held Barrier to Good Schools, New York Times, 
35 Mor t Baga 3 L., and Erick L. Lindman, Public School Finance Programs of the 48 States. U. 8. 
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equalization of educational opportunity would not be created by the 
provision of even identical school facilities. In many cases facilities 
essential to one community would be wasted in another. Frequently 
the real educational need of a community can be met by better 
planning and not merely by spending more money. 

Real equalization of school facilities could not be brought about 
by the distribution of funds on any predetermined basis. State and 
local responsibilities would likely be relaxed in many cases if Federal 
moneys were made available for the construction of schools. State 
and local funds for this purpose could be diverted to other uses, and 
Federal funds depended upon to a greater extent for education. State 
inefficiencies might be thus rewarded by greater proportionate grants 
of Federal funds. Distribution of Federal funds for school construction 
on any predetermined basis might create further inequalities among the 
States and communities and thus accentuate existing inequalities. 

Even approximate equalization of educational opportunity could 
not be secured without complete Federal control and direction of 
education. Everyone agrees that this would be worse than the 
inequalities which now exist. Wealthy and progressive localities 
probably will always maintain the lead educationally because they 
will have the assets to provide more abundant and better opportunities. 
The assets include not only financial support but also moral support 
and better qualified leadership. 

Our Nation is constantly faced with a dilemma of choice between 
more equality and less freedom, or more freedom and less equality. 
Federal spending for greater equality leads to less freedom. 

Throughout the Nation there are regional problems for which each 
section must compensate. The South has its tradition of scarcity and 
high percentage of children in relation to the number of adults; the 
Northwest has its climatic problems and sparse population over great 
areas; the Northeast has its urban congestion. Regional differences 
in culture, geography, industry, and government make impossible the 
equalization of either needs or provisions for education. No Federal 
formula can change the differences. No program of Federal aid to 
school construction or other form of Federal aid to education can 
produce equality of educational opportunity. 

10. A general program of Federal aid to school construction might 
lead away from our fundamental practice of separation of church and 
state. my 

Provision for Federal aid to the construction of public schools 
would sooner or later lead to demands for aid to construction of 
private and sectarian schools. It would also lead to demands sooner 
or later for other forms of Federal aid to education, first for public 
schools and eventually for private and sectarian schools, 

Establishment of a program of Federal support of elementary and 
secondary education including sectarian schools would mark the 
beginning of the end of our form of government. Federal support 
of two school systems, each a rival to and suspicious of, if not hostile 
to, the other, would create a break in American cultural relations 
which are basic to the maintenance of our Republic. 

Serious breaches in the important principle of separation of church 
and state have already occurred in this country. In some places free 
transportation to and from school is already provided by the public 
for the pupils of sectarian schools. There are demands for public 
payment of the cost of textbooks, teaching equipment, and libraries 
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for parochial schools. Claims that these are aids to the children 
and not to the schools merely becloud the issue. Federal aid to 
school construction would open the door for more claims for aid to 
sectarian schools, until the whole principle of separation of church 
and state is overthrown. 

11. The ultimate objectives sought through Federal aid to school 
construction are already being attained by the States and localities 
themselves. 

The States and communities, working together, are already attain- 
ing much higher standards of elementary and secondary education for 
all children. The States and communities raised the average salary 
of all instructional personnel in the Nation’s public schools to an 
estimated $3,530 for 1952-53, an amount about 5¢percent higher than 
the $3,365 estimated for 1951-52. For the Nation as a whole the 
estimated expenditure per pupil in average daily attendance averaged 
$228.40 in 1952-53 as against $217.66 in 1951-52. In 1952 about 
50,000 classrooms were added to the school system.’ There has been 
great progress in the elimination of l-room and 1-teacher schools.” 
Many States have put their plans for financial support on a much 
sounder basis. 

Capital outlay by the States and local school districts for new 
buildings, sites, and equipment during the school year 1950-51 
amounted to $1,256,435,000.° 

Teachers’ salaries in 1953-54 averaged $3,725, a 25-percent increa: e 
since 1950; per pupil expenditures averaged $247.45, a 20-percent 
increase since 1950, and the capital outlay for public schools was about 
$2% pillion—2\ times as much as in 1950." 

Taken together, these facts are a positive indication that the States 
and localities are fast moving in the direction of the desired goals in 
education. They are showing mneeenteninny interest in higher 
standards and wider equalization of educational opportunities within 
their boundaries. Their demonstration of the discharge of local 
educational responsibility, close to the people, is the best guaranty of 
national educational welfare. They are showing that they are able 
to do the educational job themselves without Federal aid to school 
construction or any other provisions for education. 

12. Our system of taxation, Federal, State, and local can be revised to 
the extent necessary to provide adequate funds for school construction from 
State and local sources. 

The many advantages of financing school construction through 
State and local taxation have been pointed out. Where tax reform is 
needed to make this possible, the changes in our system of taxation 
can be effected. In many States a broader tax base could be provided 
for school funds at both State and local levels. 

The need for Federal grants-in-aid, if considered to exist at all, 
arises from the faulty development of our Federal, State and local tax 
systems. It is altogether feasible to readjust the tax structure so 

at each level of Government—Federal, State, and local—has 
available sources of revenue adequate to meet its traditional needs. 
Instead of attempting to transfer a traditional State and local govern- 

% Nationa) Education Association, Research Division, Advance Estimates of Public Elementary and 
dary Schools for the School Year 1952-53, November 1952. 

3? Washington Evening Star, August 27, 1953 (editorial), p. A-20. 

w State Government, pecial Education Issue, September 1952, p. 191. 

4 U.S. Office of Education. Statistics of State Sc’ ool Systems, 1950-51 (Cirerlar No. 36 
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ment responsibility, such as school construction, to the Federal level 
of government let us change our tax structure to provide adequate 
revenue for this purpose at the State and local levels. 

13. Wider economies and reforms within the States would release the 
needed school funds relatively free of possibilities for corrupt management. 

In many cases general economic reforms in the administration of 
State and Seadh vernments could release funds sufficient to meet the 
needs for school construction and other needs of the public schools. 
It is highly desirable to bring as close together as possible the opera- 
tions of raising and spending tax revenue. If this is accomplished, 
those who suffer from the effects of any graft and corruption which 
might appear are on the spot to check these evils. This fact is the 
basis for Montesquieu’s conclusion that the government of a small 
republic has important advantages over the government of a larger one. 

nless it takes what belongs to other communities, any school 
district must pay more to obtain funds from the Federal Government 
than to raise the funds itself. If Federal aid becomes a recognized 
rocedure then each State and community may try to get all it can. 

e result could be vice and corruption leading toward despotism. 

It would be far better for the States and localities to institute reforms 
and economies, if necessary, to obtain the funds needed for all school 
purposes with relative freedom from possibilities for corrupt manage- 
ment. 

14. The Federal Government could better promote education by utilizing 
established channels than by establishing a new program of aid to school 
construction. 

For many decades the Federal Government has given aid to special- 
ized form of education through established channels. These forms 
of aid have lightened the total educational burden of the Nation 
with less Federal control than would be involved in a new program of 
Federal aid to school construction. Federal appropriations for agri- 
cultural education, vocational training and the like constitute an 
essential help to the education of the national citizenry without a 
corresponding ultimate danger to our concepts of the proper adminis- 
tration of education in the United States. 

A more generous support of the United States Office of Education 
would promote national educational welfare without encountering 
the objectionable features of Federal grants-in-aid to school construc- 
tion. By enlarged support of the Office of Education, essential educa- 
tional experimentation, demonstration and research could be substan- 
tially improved and extended. The results of the findings of the 
Office could be made available everywhere for the enrichment of the 
educational processes and content. Such guidance could be utilized 
in the improvement and expansion of the work of State departments of 
education. No possibility of Federal control would be involved, the 
services of the Office of Edueation being available for voluntary use. 

The Office of Education could be caused to function as a competent 
advisory agency to other Government offices at both the Federal and 
State levels. The concentration of administration over all t of 
specialized educational assistance programs in this office could lead 
to a coordinated and consistent Federal. policy and program in educa- 


tion. This policy and program need not include any encroachment 
on State and local were such as might attend establishment of 
a new system of Feder: 


aid to school construction. 
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A. Federal agencies. 

B. State boards of education. 

C. Associations of boards or officials of States or 
their political subdivisions. 

D. Educational associations. 

E. Organizations of parents and PTA associations. 

F. Church agencies. 

G. School business and construction organizations. 

H. Industrial and trade organizations. 

I. Federated labor organizations. 

J. Farmers’ organizations. 

K. Other organizations. 


Through resolutions, official statements, and otherwise a number 
of organizations and agencies, governmental and nongovernmental, 
have expressed opinions or recommendations for congressional action 
concerning the question of Federal aid to school construction. The 
following pages contain material which, to the extent or in the manner 
indicated in each instance, is representative of the attitudes of the 
enumerated organizations and agencies toward this question. 

The positions of some of these organizations and agencies may have 
changed somewhat since the compilation of this information. The 
time available for the preparation of this report does not permit 
obtaining from all of these sources statements of position entirely 
up to date. However, the fundamental issue of Federal aid to school 
construction has changed little since the assumptions of position set 
forth in this chapter. More detailed statements by representatives 
of some of the organizations and agencies appear in the records of 
the Senate and House hearings on school construction in 1954.! 


A. FreperaL AGENCIES 


1. OFFICE OF EDUCATION (DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE) 


The Office of Education, a constituent agency of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, was established by an act of 
Congress approved March 2, 1867. 

The legislation which established the Office of Education made it 
the agency of the Federal Government for educational matters. 

Concerning Federal aid to education in general the United States 
Commissioner of Education (head of the Office of Education) said in 
December 1953: 


We might have to resort to some kind of Federal aid. The claim for a Federal 
stake in each child’s education is based on the importance of having the child 


1(1) U, S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. Construction of School Fa- 
cilities. Hearings before the Subcommittee on Education * * * 83d Cong., 2d sess. Washington, U. 8. 
Government Printing Office, 1954. 332 pages. (2) U. S. Congress. House. Committee on Fducation 
and Labor. Federal -id to School Construction. Hearings before a special subcommittee * * * 83d 
Cong., 2d sess. Washington, U. S. Government Printing Office, 1954, 408 pages. 
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receive basic education. The Government’s stake or interest extends to all 
children regardless of the financial status of their parents or their communities.’ 


In response to an inquiry a the writer of this report copesmning 
the position of the Office of Education relative to the question o 
Federal aid to school construction, the Commissioner of Education 
replied on January 19, 1954, mainly as follows: 

You are familiar, of course, with the legislation initiated within the last day or 
two with respect to (1) a White House conference on education preceded by State 
conferences designed to study the problems and mobilize the needed resources 
for effective action at State levels, and (2) the Secretary’s Advisory Committee 
on Education. Certainly the implementation of these proposals will, in a large 
measure, shape the position of the Office of Education relative to some of the 
pressing problems in education which face all our citizens. 


2. HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


The Housing and Home Finance Agency was established by the 
President’s Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1947, effective July 27, 
1947. The agency is responsible for the principal housing programs 
and functions of the Federal Government. 

A letter received by the writer of this report from the Adminis- 
trator, Housing and Home Finance Agency dated November 12, 1953, 
reads in part as follows: 


Because of the close relationship between home building and school construction, 
this Agency has a real interest in any steps taken to encourage the provision of 
adequate school facilities. Also, because of our experience with problems and 
activities of the home construction industry, we are aware of the serious difficul- 
ties confronting many 1ocal educational agencies in constructing schools to keep 
pace with the unusually high population increase of recent years or the sudden 
influx of families into the area as the result of defense or other activities. How- 
ever, the actual operations of this Agency with respect to Federal aid for school 
construction are limited to handling engineering and other technical work for the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in connection with its activities 
under Public Law 815. As you know, the responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment with respect to that and other matters in the field of education has been 
placed in that Department. Accordingly, it would be in the best position to 
advise you on steps which should be taken to meet financial problems of local 
educational agencies and whether those steps should involve financial aid by the 
Federal Government. 


B. Strate Boarps or EpvucatTion 


State provisions for the administration of public education vary 
considerably; however, State boards having full or partial super- 
vision over elementary and secondary education exist in all the States. 
In some States the boards are established by constitution and in other 
States by statute. Membership may be ex officio, elective, or ap- 
pointive. 

Relative to the attitude of State boards of education concerning 
the subject of this study, the following statement was received by the 
author of this report, from the executive secretary of the National 
Council of Chief State School Officers, under date of December 22, 
1953. 

This is in reply to your inquiry on the attitude of the State boards of education 


concerning Federal aid for school construction where needed and without regard 
to the special needs in defense areas. 


2 The Nation’s New Education Commissioner Speaks Frankly, Newsweek, December 21, 1953, p. 59. 
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This Council’s board of directors has only recently voted to emphasize Federal 
school construction aid of this kind in preference to any other new type of Federal 
financial assistance to education in the States. We have had a great deal to do 
with the gradual development of 8S. 2601, introducea by Senator Cooper of 
Kentucky on August 3, 1953. 

The State boards of education in the respective States develop the educational 
policies on which the chief State school officers act. They are undoubtedly in 
accord with the attitude here expressed on long-range Federal aid for construction 
of school facilities where they are needed, as provided in Senator Cooper's bill, 
since this has been the consistent policy of their executive officers, the chief 
State school officers, for a number of years. 


C. Associations oF Boarps or OFFICIALS oF STATES OR THEIR 
PouiticaL SUBDIVISIONS 


1. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS 


The National Association of County Officials is a membership 
corporation of about 6,500 persons representing all the States of the 
Union. The membership consists principally of persons serving on 
the governing boards of counties. 

A’ letter from the secretary-treasurer of the National Association of 
County Officials to the author of this report states that as of November 
25, 1953, the organization had taken no position on the matter of 
Federal aid to school construction. The letter says further, that: 


The matter of Federal aid for schools, both for construction and for general 
school purposes, has been considered by our association formally on two or three 
occasions. On each of these occasions marked difference of opinion developed, 
resulting in tabling of the motions. 


2. NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF COUNTY AND RURAL AREA 
SUPERINTENDENTS 


The National Conference of County and Rural Area Superintendents 
is an association of over 1,000 county and rural area superintendents 
of schools representing all sections of the United States. 

A letter from the executive secretary of the conference to the 
— of this report dated November 18, 1953, reads in part as 

ollows: 


While the conference has not spoken specifically on the matter of Federal aid 
for school construction except in federally impacted areas, the conference does 
have a standing resolution as follows: 

‘‘We declare our unqualified support to legislation for Federal aid to the States 
without Federal control for support of our free public schools.” 

1 know that the county superintendents understand their resolution to compre- 
hend hoth general aid and aid for school construction. 

Une of the great needs in rural areas and their related villages and urban centers 
is the reorganization of school districts. Many such needed reorganizations 
are retarded because of lack of funds to finance new school construction. Perhaps 
nothing else would so much advance school district reorganization as Federal aid 
for school construction. County superintendents have a primary and direct 
interest in this problem. 

County superintendents favor the Hill amendment to the tidelands oil legisla- 
tion. The proceeds from royalties on this natural resource should be devoted 
to public schools, most especially to school construction. That use of our national 
resources would follow the Federal precedent set by the land grants for public 
schools that has been followed throughout the history of the Republic. There 
is no good reason of any kind or character why the Hill amendment should not 
be overwhelmingly approved by Congress. Then the Congress should appro- 
priate a good share of the proceeds to school construction. 

Personally I am strongly in favor of 8. 2601, introduced by Senator John 
Sherman Cooper. I am certain that practically all of the county superintendents 
of schools will or do take a similar position. 
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8. NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS 


The National Council of Chief State School Officers is an independ- 
ent, incorporated organization having as its constituent members the 
State commissioners and State superintendents of schools in the 48 
ae and the Territories and island dependencies of the United 

tates. 

The following statements of official policies of the council relate to 
the subject of this study. 


Financing the education program is a joint local, State, and Federal responsibility 

A. Taxes for the support of education should be levied and collected by the 
units of local, State, and Federal governments which can perform this function 
most effectively and equitably. Wealth should be taxed where it exists to the 
extent necessary to provide every child an opportunity for at least an elementary 
and secondary education of high quality wherever he may live. 

B. The Federal Government should provide financial assistance and consulta- 
tive services to the several States to assist them in the planning and construction 
of plant facilities for tax-supported and publicly controlled schools. 

C. The Federal Government should assist the States in financing State, inter- 
state, and regional projects and programs of education. 

D. The Federal Government should provide financial support for the education 
of children who reside on Federal property exempt from local taxation. 


4. NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION 


The National School Boards Association is a federation of the 
existing State associations of school boards associations of 39 States 
now affiliated in the national organization, which was formed by the 
State associations to strengthen the public schools of the Nation. 

According to information received from its executive secretary, the 
association has not established an official position respecting the issue 
of Federal aid to school construction. A committee of the national 
association is studying the whole matter of Federal aid to education 
and may make pertinent recommendations, 


D. EpucaTIoNAL ASSOCIATIONS 
1. AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 


The American Association of School Administrators is a national 
organization of State, county, and local superintendents of schools. 
The membership also includes presidents and executive officers of 
institutions of higher education and professors of educational admin- 
istration. The paid membership now numbers about 9,000. 

Resolution No. 7 of the association adopted at its Atlantic City 
convention in February 1953 reads in part as follows: 


We reaffirm our conviction that the wealth of the American Nation is sufficient 
to provide for necessary defense, maintain a high standard of living, and support 
adequate programs of public education for all our youth. Without sacrificing 
local autonomy or American traditions, we believe acceptable means will be 
found to provide equal educational opportunity throughout our country. Within 
this framework, we urge that local, State, and national governments shall share 
in providing effective programs of public education. 

Ye call attention to the fact that the Federal Government for years has assisted 
the States to build highways, hospitals, and mental institutions. Because our 
children are our greatest national asset, we recommend Federal grants to the 
States for the modernization and construction of public school buildings, including 
those areas affected by defense or other Government projects. Such funds 
should be channeled for distribution through the United States Office of Education 
and the State departments of education. 
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2. AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN 


The American Association of University Women is a national 
association of 48 State divisions and 1,235 local chapters, comprising 
a total membership of about 125,000 women graduates of universities 
and colleges approved for membership. According to its charter the 
primary purpose of the association is the maintenance of high stand- 

s of education. 

The following information has been obtained from the national 
headquarters of the association. 

In 1934, the AAUW education committee recommended that the 
legislative committee give focal attention in the field of Federal 
legislation to: 

Federal aid to equalize educational opportunity among the various States, and 

Provision of public educational facilities for children where adequate facilities 
are now lacking. 

In 1935, the convention adopted a legislative item to provide 
emergency Federal aid for public schools to insure normal school 
terms, and in 1939, and again in 1941, adopted a legislative item to 
pave Federal aid for public schools. Each convention since 1945 

as restudied and readopted the following legislative item (with minor 
revisions in wording) : 

Support of Federal aid under conditions safeguarding State control to tax- 
supported elementary and secondary schools which are under public supervision 
and control. 

The legislative program of the association is adopted biennially by 
convention action. However, in June 1952, the legislative program 
was submitted to the membership on an individual ballot, and the 
resulting vote favored retention of the item on Federal aid to education 
by 3 to 1 on the ballots returned. 


The association has consistently maintained that a need exists for 
Federal financial assistance to the States for educational use, but 
that any aid granted must be used for tax-supported schools only, 
and administered in such a way as to insure that all educational 
policies are absolutely within the control of the States. 

The term ‘Federal aid’ as used in the legislative item quoted 
above would permit the association to support, in general, Federal 
aid for school construction; however, endorsement of any particular 
legislative measure would depend entirely on the provisions of the bill. 


8. AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION 


The American Council on Education is a large, nationwide organi- 
zation embracing several classes of membership, among which are 
constituent members, now including 80 national and regional educa- 
tional associations; associate members, now numbering 64 national 
organizations concerned with education; and institutional members, 
now numbering 966 universities, colleges, and State and city school 
systems. Being a voluntary agency of coordination, the council 
operates through a large number of committees and commissions 
representative of its membership and in some instances of other ele- 
ments in the citizenry. 
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The American Council on Education has taken no position with 
respect to the question of Federal aid to the construction of elementary 
and secondary school buildings. 

Because educational issues before Congress are usually complicated 
and because the membership of the council is diverse, it is the policy 
of the council to express itself concerning specific bills rather than 
general principles underlying them. 


4. AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS 


The American Federation of Teachers is a voluntary, professional 
federation of approximately 40,000 members, affiliated with the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor. 


A statement received from the vice president and legislative repre- 
sentative of the American Federation of Teachers relative to the 
subject of this report reads in part as follows: 


The American Federation of Teachers * * * has since 1928 actively supported 
@ program of Federal aid for public-school buildings. During the depression 
years of the 1930’s, the organization urged the development of the school-building 
program as a sound public investment: (1) To help maintain our public schools 
themselves and (2) to afford employment for thousands of men on a socially 
essential public-works program. 

The war years aggravated the already grave situation; millions more of our 
schoolchildren were deprived of adequate and proper schoolhouses. The emer- 

ency program giving some relief to the war impacted areas is to be commended 
or what it has done under the closely circumscribed provisions of the law which 
authorized this program. 

But this program must be expanded and developed—developed into a basic 

rmanent Program. The survey authorized by act of Congress shows the need 

or immediate further emergency construction and for emergency and long-term 
building programs. 

The shocking facts revealed in studies already made present the most emphatic 
reasons for the urgency of this program. 

Few communities can raise the funds to build the schools they so badly need. 
They must be given Federal aid. 

The American Federation of Teachers believes that Federal aid for public-school 
construction should be expressly and adequately provided under the following 
conditions: 

1. The funds should be allocated among the several States on a basis of relative 
aoe weighted by the relative capacity (taxable resources) of the State to raise 

unds. 

2. The funds should be administered by the State, but in keeping with certain 
nationally established standards, as set forth below. 

3. The funds should be made available to every part of the State on a basis of 
enaere need, weighted by the relative capacity of the local community to raise 

unds. 

4. Federal funds must supplement and not supplant State and local funds. 

5. Current State and local appropriations must be maintained. 

6. National standards of construction must be maintained, as to quality of 
work and material to be used. 

7. The Bacon-Davis Act maintaining the prevailing wage rate, and similar 
eeeeooe through which the public interest is protected must be observed to the 
etter. 

8. Plans for school construction shall be announced before work is begun in any 
area and a time must be given for a public hearing on any contested project. 

9. Schools must be built in such areas and of such a type as to give them 
community value, for formal schooling and as a community center for broad social 
programs for the community. 

10. Schools built with Federal funds should not discriminate because of race or 
color in the services they render. 

On these principles the American Federation of Teachers will continue to work 
for Federal aid for public-school construction. 
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5. AMERICAN VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION 


The American Vocational Association is an organization of about 
32,000 vocational-education leaders, supervisors, and laymen con- 
cerned with the various. vocational services of the public schools of 
America. 

The following statement was received from the executive secretary 
of the American Vocational Association for inclusion in this report: 


For many years, members of the American Vocational Association * * * have 
been interested in general Federal aid for school construction—especially for needy 
States and districts. 

One of the very serious problems with which educational authorities are con- 
fronted in establishing effective vocational programs is the lack of adequate 
physical facilities, including pence Too often vocational schools are relegated 
to abandoned, obsolete school buildings. Usually it is difficult to renovate such 
buildings in a manner that will make them serve effectively as vocational schools. 

Many communities, where vocational education is needed most, are financially 
unable to develop adequate facilities. 

The members of the American Vocational Association would give full support 
to any measure that would make Federal funds available for school construction 
in needy States and districts, provided the law would not impose unreasonable 
Federal controls as to the construction of the buildings or restrictions after the 
buildings have been completed. 


6. NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES 


The National Education Association of the United States is a 
voluntary organization of approximately 520,500 teachers and school 
administrators. It includes among its affiliates the 48 State education 
associations and similar organizations in the District of Columbia, 
Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, the combined membership of which 
totals over 950,000 teachers. 

The following resolution was adopted by the representative assembly 
of the NEA in annual convention at Miami Beach in July 1953: 

School construction aid-~—-The NEA believes that the great increase in school 
population and the serious lag in schoolhouse construction constitute a national 
need that must be met with sufficient Federal financial support to provide ade- 

uately for essential public-school building construction. Funds for this purpose 
should be distributed according to an objective formula, administered by the 


United States Office of Education, and channeled through the regular State 
educational agencies. 


E. ORGANIZATIONS OF PARENTS AND PTA AssociaTIONS 


1. AMERICAN PARENTS COMMITTEE 


The American Parents Committee is a nonprofit, public-service 
organization of lay individuals and professional people who are inter- 
ested in education, legislation for better schools, and the welfare of 
children. 

For a number of years the committee has supported the principle of 
Federal financial assistance to States for the construction of public 
schools. The first plank in the platform of the committee for 1954, 
adopted October 16, 1953, reads as follows: 


The APC will support legislation for Federal financial assistance to States for 
construction of public schools. 

This fall the United States was short about 345,000 school classrooms. Three 
out of every five in use were overcrowded. An additional 425,000 classrooms 
will be needed to meet increased enrollments by 1960. 

The present administration is on record as favoring this legislation. 


57976—55——_9 
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2. NATIONAL CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS 


The National Congress of Parents and Teachers is an organization 
“dedicated to the service of children and youth.”’ It has a member- 
ship of nearly 8 million persons in over 35,000 local associations in 
the United States and its Territories and insular possessions. 

The “legislation program of the National Congress of Parents and 
Teachers” adopted September 25, 1953, by its national board of 
managers contains the following statement: 

Federal funds should be appropriated to give aid in the construction of public- 
school buildings, after approved surveys have been made. These funds should 
be— 

(1) Channeled from the United States Office of Education through State 
departments of education to the local units of administration; 

(2) Made available to the States on the basis of an objective formula that 
would take into account both the need for school facilities and the relative 
ability of the States to meet such a need; 

(3) Allocated so as to encourage States to set forth principles for equalizing 
the distribution of State and Federal funds, giving special consideration to 
school administrative units with relatively low financial resources and to 
areas especially affected by rapid and substantial increase in school-age 
population. 


F. Cuurcu AGENCIES 
1. NATIONAL CATHOLIC WELFARE CONFERENCE 


The National Catholic Welfare Conference is an organization of 
the Catholic bishops of the United States. At its annual meetings 
the conference considers problems submitted by its membership and 
issues recommendations for the guidance of priests and laity in 
matters pertaining to the general welfare of the Roman Catholic 
Church. An administrative board of bishops, elected by the confer- 
ence, serves as an executive committee with authorization to make 
emergency decisions between annual meetings and to direct the 
activities and program of the clerical and lay staff assigned and 
employed at the headquarters office in Washington. 

The following statement has been received from the Department 
of Education of the National Catholic Welfare Conference for inclu- 
sion in this report: 

The Department of Education, National Catholic Welfare Conference, is 
studying various proposals for Federal aid for schodthouse construction in an 
effort to determine whether such aid is really necessary, whether such funds 
might be distributed equitably on the basis of need and for the benefit of all 
school pupils in need thereof. The Department takes the position that construc- 
tion of schoolhouses is primarily a responsibility of local communities. 


2. NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST IN THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA (PROTESTANT) 


The National Council of the Churches of Christ in the United 
States of America is a fellowship of 30 Protestant denominations. 
The purpose of the council is to act for its member churches in matters 
of common interest and concern in which they desire to cooperate 
with one another. These common interests and concerns include the 
relation of the member churches to education and to problems of good 
citizenship, .including social, economic, racial, and international 
problems. 








FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 125 


A letter to the writer of this report from the general director of the 
National Council of the Churches of Christ contains the following 
statement concerning the matter of Federal aid to school construction: 


At present writing the National Council of Churches is on record with regard 
to only a portion of this problem. That portion has to do with the possibility of 
Federal aid to private or parochial schools. The National Council of Churches 
is opposed to subsidies or grants of any kind by public authorities whether they 
be Federal, State, or otherwise for private or parochial schools. 

It should be added, however, that some of the bodies constituent to the National 
Council of Churches are not opposed to Federal loans for private educational 
institutions, even though they are opposed to any form of outright grants or 
gifts. Some of our constituent denominations would, however, be opposed even 
to the matter of loans from Federal funds. 

With regard to the broader problem as to whether or not Federal funds should 
be made available for the construction of public schools in underprivileged com- 
munities, or as a supplement to State funds, or as Federal gifts to the various 
States for use at their own discretion we have not as yet adopted any definite 
policy within the National Council of Churches. 

Discussion of this general problem to date would indicate some division of 
opinion. If such grants were restricted to communities where Federal defense 
or industrial installations place an undue burden on the normal facilities of the 
community there would probably be quite general support, although it is doubtful 
whether it would be unanimous. If on the other hand the legislation were intended 
to be much broader and more general, there would probably be serious questions 
in the mind of some of our constituents. 


8. SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF AMERICA (JEWISH) 


According to the American Jewish Yearbook of 1953 the Synagogue 
Council of America provides overall Jewish religious representation 
in the United States, acting in the interest of Orthodox Conservative 
and Reform Judaism. 


Without taking a stand on the specific question of Federal aid to 
school construction, the Synagogue Council of America, on March 1, 
1950, adopted the following statement of position concerning Federal] 
aid to public education: 


The Synagogue Council of America has already gone on record on numerous 
occasions as believing that the American public-school system is one of the bul- 
warks of our democracy. We reiterate this conviction now that the question of 
Federal aid to public education is under such extensive discussion. 

While allowing for the establishment and maintenance of private schools, as is 
proper in a democracy, we believe that any action which may jeopardize the 
growth of our public schools where children of all origins and traditions meet on 
the common level of American education is certain to prove detrimental to our 
continuance as a democratic Nation. 

The Synagogue Council of America approves the extension of Federal aid to 
our public schools but believes that such Federal funds should not be used to 
assist private schools, whatever their character. The Synagogue Council believes 
that the sponsors of these private institutions should provide all the funds neces- 
sary for their maintenance. 


G. Scnoot Bustness AND CONSTRUCTION ORGANIZATIONS 
1. ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS 


The Association of School Business Officials is an organization of 
about 1,300 business officials, superintendents, architects, and engi- 
neers — by public and private educational institutions. The 
objects of the association are: (a) The promulgation of higher stand- 
ards of ethics and efficiency in business methods and practices; (6) the 


study, analysis, and dissemination of most efficient practices in all 
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matters pertaining to school business administration; (c) comprehen- 
sive and progressive study of business requirements and the establish- 
ment of efficient standards; (d) the standardization and unification of 
school accounting practices; (e) the adoption of orderly and efficient 
purchasing, storage, distributing, and accounting for school supplies 
and equipment. 

The following information concerning the position of the Associa- 
tion of School Ssaninads Officials relative to the question of Federal 
aid to school construction in needy areas has been supplied by the 
secretary of the association for inclusion in this report: 

The question has been before our asembly meetings at our conventions in 1951, 


1952, and again in 1953. The question has called for a great deal of discussion, 
but no action by our assembled membership has been taken regarding it. 


2. NATIONAL COUNCIL ON SCHOOLHOUSE CONSTRUCTION 


The National Council on Schoolhouse Construction is a professional, 
nonprofit, nonpolitical organization of prominent school-plant_spe- 
cialists in the United States. The membership of about 225 includes 
directors of schoolhouse planning at Federal, State, and local levels, 
governmental and private school architects and engineers, survey 
specialists, and a small number of teachers of school-plant planning. 
One requirement for membership eligibility is that the specialist shall 
be employed in school-plant service in a noncommercial capacity. 

The purposes of the organization are: (1) To promote the establish- 
ment of reasonable standards for buildings and equipment with due 
regard for economy of expenditure, dignity of design, utility of space 
healthful conditions and safety of human life; (2) to combat waste- 
fulness, poor planning, questionable equipment, and other undesirable 
features, whereby the best interests of the children are not served; 
and (3) to disseminate such information with regard to school build- 
ings as may be of value to the public and to school officials. 

The following statement was received from the secretary-treasurer 
of the National Council on Schoolhouse Construction for inclusion in 
this report: 

In Jackson, Miss., in 1946, the first postwar year, the council said, ‘‘We reaffirm 
our stand on the necessity for Federal aid for schoolhouse construction.”’” Meeting 
in Columbus, Ohio, in 1947, the council stated, ‘‘Because of the increasingly 
recognized necessity of reasonable school facilities in all parts of the Nation, 
Federal aid for planning and the extension of Federal aid to school plant construc- 
tion on a basis of need is imperative. Such aid to be properly effective must 
be routed through the United States Office of Education and the respective State 
departments of education.” Meeting in San Francisco in 1948, the council 
stated, “The council reaffirms its position that Federal support for financing 
needed educational plants is needed and should be supplied without delay. Such 
Federal support is needed to guarantee for all American communities the school 
plants necessary to serve their children.” 

The council has committed itself to give concerted support to legislation that 
proposes realistic amounts of Federal assistance administered in accordance with 
these criteria: 

1. Assistance should be channeled through the United States Office of Educa- 
tion and official State asian of education. 

2. Aid should reach State and local areas in direct proportion to need and in 


inverse proportion to resources. 

3. Need for aid should be measured directly by the school-age population and 
inversely by the level of income payments to people. 

4. Qualification by the States for grants-in-aid should be on an objective basis 
without involving the exercise of discretion, judgment, or choice. 

5. The redistribution of aid at the State level should allocate funds only to 
projects that conform to the State policy of school organization and location. 
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FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 127 


6. The planning and supervision of construction projects should be adminis- 
tered by local school agencies with guidance and approval of projects by the State 
educational agency. onsultive services at the Federal-level should be available 
to State school agencies. 


H. InpustriaAL AND TRADE ORGANIZATIONS 
1. ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, INC. 


The Associated General Contractors of America, Inc., is a trade 
association representing general contractors throughout the United 
States. The association has approximately 6,500 members organized 
in 122 chapters in the States. 

The following statement was received from the managing director 
of the association for inclusion in this report: 

The Associated General Contractors of America is not opposed to Federal 


aid for school construction in needy areas. The association does not have on 
record any formal resolution, declaration of policy, or expression on this question. 


2. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES 


The Chamber of Commerce of the United States is a voluntary 
federation of 3,100 local and State chambers of commerce and trade 
associations. ‘The constituent organizations have a total membership 
of about 1,500,000 persons. 

The following statement was received from the department of 
education of the Chamber of Commerce of the United States for 
inclusion in this report: 

We have no specifie policy on Federal aid to school construction. However, 
our policy which opposes general Federal aid to education presumably includes 
such general aid for school construction. 

It has been not only our experience but the experience of the Congress in ap- 
proaching the Federal aid to education issue that no bill aatenngne to define and 
limit aid to needy areas could even get out of committee. The only exception 
has been the Public Laws 815 and 874, which not only attempted to define needy 
but actually bypassed the States and went directly to the school districts that 
were further defined. Even in this instance there was considerable objection to 
the measure and we anticipate much greater restriction in any subsequent legisla- 
tion attempting to continue the temporary provisions of Public Law 874, as 
amended. Presumably, Public Law 815, as amended, will not be renewed. 


3. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS 


The National Association of Manufacturers is a national organiza- 
tion of over 20,300 member companies, representing all industries and 
located throughout the United States and in Alaska and Hawaii. 
According to information obtained from its national headquarters, 
the association fosters ‘greater unity among America’s manufacturers 
in working out their common Salton. economic and industrial.’ 
Through it, manufacturers “‘seek to crystallize their views into policies 
and programs on current problems.’”’ The association provides infor- 
mation services for managers of industry and ‘“‘serves as their national 
spokesman.” 

The following statement relative to Federal aid for school construc- 
tion was obtained from the director of the Education Department of 
the National Association of Manufacturers for inclusion in this report: 

Our association does not have an official policy in this area but the latest 


resolution passed by our board of directors on October 31, 1951, does indicate 
our feelings in matters pertaining to education in the States and local communities. 
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The resolution reads as follows: 


Business enterprises must find a way to support the whole educational program— 
effectively, regularly, and now. 


I. Feperatep LABOR. ORGANIZATIONS 
1. AMERICAN FEDERATION: OF LABOR 


The American Federation of Labor is an organization consisting of 
over 42,000 local labor unions with a membership of about 8,450,000 
persons. 

Following is an extract from a section of the 1943 report of the 
committee on education of the A. F. of L. This section of the com- 
mittee’s report was adopted by the federation in convention assembled 
on September 23, 1953: 


While progress has been made in securing a program of Federal aid to general 
education, the committee calls attention to the vital need for legislation to provide 
Federal funds for the support of the Nation’s schools. The 1952 convention of the 
A. F. of L. went on record in favor of Federal aid in five special areas: Teachers’ 
salaries; school buildings; special services—health, welfare, recreation, etc.; 
elimination of illiteracy; and assistance for students who need help to remain in 
school. The committee desires to reiterate the need for Federal aid in these five 
special fields. 

The attention of the committee was called to the fact that certain powerful 
industrial organizations are conducting an active and well organized campaign 
against Federal aid for the public schools. In some States this program has even 
been sponsored in parent-teacher organizations and movements have been estab- 
lished within these organizations to oppose Federal aid to education. Such 
powe ful appeetn. stemming generally from the traditional enemies of organ- 
ized labor, should be an added incentive to the labor movement to strengthen its 
campaign in favor of Federal support for the schools. It is by no means a new 
situation in the history of American education to find organized labor battling 
for the schools and powerful industrial organizations fighting against them. 

On page 155 and 296 the executive council calls attention to increasing support 
in Congress for the use of undersea oil revenues for defense and education. The 
legislative and public relations forces of the A. F. of L. are to be commended for 
excellent progress made in this direction. Frank Edwards’ radio program was 
very effective in alerting the people of the Nation to the great opportunity to 
secure Federal support for education through undersea oil revenues. Whether 
or not funds become available from this source, the American Federation of Labor 
takes the position that Federal support for public education is essential to the 
maintenance of an adequate system of education for the Nation’s children. 


2. CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION 


The Congress of Industrial Organizations represents about 6% 
million workers through 35 national and international unions. It 
has approximately 300 State and city councils. 

The following statement was prepared in the National headquarters 
of the CIO for inclusion in this report: 


For many years, the Congress of Industrial See has supported the 
roposal for a Federal grant-in-aid program to the States for school construction. 
e tremendous overcrowding of our school system has seriously impaired the 
uality of education made available to millions of young people in the United 
tates. A recent Office of Education study indicates that 1 out of 5 schools in 
the United States does not meet safety requirements against fire hazards. In 
the last 3 years, we have built scarcely ae classrooms to take care of the 
fast-growing elementary school population. e have done virtually nothin 


to reduce the backlog of school building needs resulting from the 15-year perio 
when almost no new schools were built. 
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The Congress of Industrial Organizations feels that the Nation will not begin 
to make adequate headway in building the classrooms now needed by our school 
system or those which will be needed by 1960 unless Congress passes a Federal-aid- 
to-school-construction bill. 

The Congress of Industrial Organizations supports in principle the idea that 
those States with lower economic resources to support education should be given 
a proportionately higher share of Federal aid than the more well-to-do States, 
some of which are doing an adequate job in the field of school construction. 

The 15th convention of the Congress of Industrial Organizations, held in Cleve- 
land, Ohio, November 16-20, 1953, passed a resolution which read in part: 

‘We still need a tremendous school-building program to house the increase in 
school population and to re obsolete and unsafe classrooms. * * * At 
present we are building less than 50,000 classrooms each year; this must be in- 
creased to give us an additional 600,000 classrooms by 1960, if each child is to 
be housed in an adequate classroom, At that time, enrollment for secondary 
and elementary schools will have increased from today’s 34,230,000 pupils to an 
estimated 40 million * * *: Now, Therefore, be it 

‘Resolved, That the CIO urges the 83d _ to enact: * * * 

“2. A school construction bill to provide Federal aid for a comprehensive, 
nationwide school construction program * * *,” 


J, Farmers’ ORGANIZATIONS 
1, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


The American Farm Bureau Federation is a general farm organiza- 
tion of over 1,400,000 farm families in 45 States and in Puerto Rico. 
The stated objective of the federation is to “correlate and strengthen 
the State farm bureaus * * * to promote, protect, and represent the 
business, economic, social, and educational interests of the farmers 
of the Nation, and to develop agriculture.” 

At the time of this writing the Federation has no expressed posi- 
tion respecting the specific issue of Federal aid to school construction. 
However, the elected voting delegates of the member State farm bu- 
reaus attending the annual convention of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation on December 17, 1953, adopted a resolution concerning 
education. The first part of the resolution is relevant to the subject 
of this study. It reads as follows: 

We urge that rural people concern themselves with these major issues in the 
field of public education: 

Equalizing educational opportunities with special emphasis or measures to 


insure that rural children have the same chance as those in the city to obtain a 
good education. 


2. NATIONAL FARMERS’ UNION 


The Farmers Educational and Cooperation Union of America, 
commonly referred to as the National Farmers’ Union, is an organi- 
zation comprising about 450,000 members. Membership is scattered 
throughout 30 States with most of it concentrated in the Dakotas, 
Kansas, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Montana, Colorado, Oklahoma, and 
Arkansas. “ 

The organization has for its goal the preservation of the family-type 
farm which will give to the farmer a comfortable living with adequate 
income and welfare service such as education and health. 

The following statement was received from the National Farmers 
Union for inclusion in this report: 

It is the position of the National Farmers Union that the Federal Government 


should assist all States and areas which do not have sufficient local resources to 
finance needed school construction. We wish to emphasize that school construc- 
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tion has lagged far behind other t of building programs and that rural areas 
are in special need of Federal aid, due to the declining farm population. 


8. NATIONAL GRANGE 


The National Grange is a farm fraternity over 80 years old, which 
has as its basic principle building and fostering the welfare of the 
farm family. Local units of the National Grange, scattered through 
37 States, number over 7,000. In carrying out its principal purpose 
of developing and preserving the farm home, the Grange is concerned 
with community service, legislation, cooperative activities, and the 
public welfare generally. 

ae is the substance of a statement received from the legisla- 
tive counsel of the National Grange on November 8, 1953, relative to 
the subject of this report: 


The position of the National Grange with regard to Federal aid to school con- 
struction has been favorable. Although we have not specifically, to my knowledge, 
had a resolution supporting Federal aid to construction of schoolhouses, we have 
approximately the following official stand quoted from our summary of legislative 
policies and programs of 1953: 

“The National Grange recognizes the need for equalizing educational oppor- 
tunities throughout the Nation and favors Federal aid for education only when 
adequate safeguards to assure local control are provided. We would vigorously 
oppose Federal aid without the safeguards to assure complete control within the 
State and with the understanding that such aid does not replace, but only supple- 
ments existing local revenues.” 

You will see that this formal approval of Federal aid to Education does not 
specify aid for construction of school buildings but is an approval of aid of any 
form. 


K. Orger ORGANIZATIONS 
1. COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS 


The Council of State Governments is a nonprofit and nonpolitical 
organization established and supported by the States for research and 
service to the States. 

According to information received from the executive director of 
the Council of State Governments neither the Council nor the National 
Governors’ Conference has taken a position respecting the question of 
Federal aid to school construction. 


2. NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE TAXPAYER EXECUTIVES 


The National Conference of State Taxpayer Executives is a con- 
ference of 37 State taxpayer associations. 

The following statement was prepared by the executive vice presi- 
dent of the National Conference of State Taxpayer Executives for 
inclusion in this report: 


While there has been no opportunity to contact individually the directors of the 
37 State taxpayer organizations who comprise the conference, it is my belief that 
the statement below fairly represents their attitude and that the conference 
firmly supports this position. 

The National Conference of State Taxpayer Executives vigorously opposes any 
general Federal-aid program for school construction, for the following reasons: 

1. Our school systems are and should remain peculiarly the responsibility of 
State and local governments. Any further Federal encroachment in this field 
must be resisted. 
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2. Serious differences and bitter controversy exist in most areas as to school- 
building needs, utilization of existing facilities, ete. Federal aid, with its attend- 
ant forms of control, would lead only to waste, overbuilding, and further confusion, 

3. The Federal Government already is providing substantial amounts for school 
construction, as well as maintenance and operation, in the so-called impact areas. 
These programs are specifically designed to cover emergency situations—though 
it is worthy of note that they have been expanded far beyond what was originally 
intended. 

4. Approval of school-construction grants would undoubtedly lead to demands 
for similar grants for school operation and maintenance, teachers’ salaries, ete.— 
and eventual federalization of our school system. 

5. There can be no question from the financial standpoint that the States are 
in a far better position to bear these costs than is the debt-ridden Federal Govern- 
ment. 

6. Finally, the conference insists that, realistically, there is no such thing as 
Federal aid, since the Federal Government has no means of providing such aid 
except out of what it takes from the people. Furthermore, we believe that needed 
school facilities can be constructed at less cost to the taxpayer by State and loca! 
governments. 

O 





